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Note. Lest some should suppose that my opponent is not very
well qualified to sustain universolism, the testimony of two of his

brethren is here adduced to show that he is an able disputant.

Mr. C. C. Burr, universalist minister in Portland, Me., and edi-

tor of the Universalist Palladium of that city, in his paper of Aug.
14, 1841, says, ' Elder Hutchins seems to have ransacked all the

works against universalism within his reach for objections to our
faith. Every objection is fairly met and triumphantly refuted by
brother Bulkley, who certainly possesses an eminent degree of tal-

ent for a controversy. He deserves a gold medal for the service

which he is doing our cause in this way.' Mr. R. O. Williams,
formerly pastor of the universalist Society in Dover, in the 'Star

of Bethlehem,' Vol. 1, No. 21, asserts, ' Br. Bulkley is very well

qualified, both from his familiar acquaintance with the subject, and
liis experience in theological controversy, to engage in such a dis-

cussion.' These witnesses testify that I am * a stupid blockhead,'
a ' most consummate blockhead,' a ' theological aminey,' my 'ideas'

in the discussion, are ' pointless and crude,' &c. Yet, strange to

tell, Mr. B 'deserves a gold medal for the service which he is

doing' universalism by ' triumphantly' refuting the crude ideas of a
consummate blockhead ! ! !



PREFACE

The following discussion was held on the evenings of

the 27th, 2Sth, 29th and 30th of April, and on those of

the 3d, 4th, and 5th of May, 1841. Dr. G. W. Kittredge

acted as moderator. The challenge was given by Mr.
Bulkley, and the debate was held in his meeting house,

which was most of the time crowded to overflowing. The
disputants spoke twice every evening, occupying twenty-

three minutes each time of speaking.

As universalists at a distance claimed a decided victory

for Mr. B. I proposed to unite with him in publishing our

arguments. He flatly refused my proposition although I

pressed him to accept it. But notwithstanding this refu-

sal, a report of the controversy was written by him or

some one else, and published in theUniversalist Palladium,

printed in Portland, Me. In this report my part of the

discussion is garbled, distorted, and mutilated; two of my
replies are wholly left out, another is given in five lines,

and my main arguments throughout the discussion, are

mostly omitted. Before its publication was commenced,
Rev. C. C- Burr, an editor of the Palladium, wrote me an

offer to publish my own report of the replies to Mr. Bulk-

ley. But the letter containing this offer, contained also a

condition which entirely excluded me from the privilege

offered ! This statement Mr. Burr has attempted to deny
publicly ; but I have proved it by the testimony of anoth-

er universalist minister. This evidence he has not at-

tempted to set aside, therefore he stands charged with mis-

representation in denying what I have proved to be true.

Numerous misstatements, perversions, and misrepresenta-

tions have been published by universalists respecting my-
self, and matters respecting the discussion. Thirty one

of these were exposed in the Morning Star of Sept. 1,

1841. These, however, are not half of what were pub-
lished in their papers

!



Under these circumstances I feel called upon to give the

public my own report of my arguments, with those of my
opponent as he has given them to the community, through

the Palladium.

My course in the debate, is, I think, a new method of

dealing with universalists. If it is thought that my re-

plies contain more than Mr. Bulkley's arguments requir-

ed, I would say that my design in this, was to show that

universalism is no better sustained by his proof texts than

it was by his reasoning. I also wished to make it mani-
fest that this dogma unavoidably tends to the doctrine of
no future existence. How fiir I succeeded, others must
decide.

Earnestly desiring that the doctrine of Christ may pre-

vail, and ruinous errors cease, the writer commends his

humble effort to the favor of God, and the candid consid-

eration of those who wish to know the truth.

ELIAS HUTCHINS.
New Market, N. H.



THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION.

QUESTION—BO THE HOLY SCRIPTURES TEACH
THE DOCTRINE OF THE FINAL HOLINESS//

. AND HAPPINESS OF ALL MEN?
FIRST EVENING.

The debate was led throughout by Rev. Mr. Bulkley, who
commenced the affirmative as follows:

It will scarcely be necessary for me to inform this numer-
ous and respectable audience that the question before us is

one of great importance. We live in a world where death
reigns with arbitrary and universal sway. We see our
friends one after another falling and dying around us, and
the events and occurrences of almost every day of our lives,

show that we, too, soon must follow them. The question
before us, if rightly viewed, is but an inquiry into the fate of
the departed. No other consideration surely can be needed
to awaken in us the most lively interest, and to show that it

as far transcends in interest and importance all other ques-
tions as the imperishable joys and realities of eternity exceed
the fleeting vanities of time. I am encouraged in the at-

tempt to sustain the affirmative of this question by the re-
flection that the best wishes and prayers of the whole Chris-
tian world are enlisted on my side. For whatever may be
believed concerning this matter, I am certain that there is

not a good man nor a Christian in the world who does not
ardently desire and pray for the final holiness and happiness
of all men. Let us now attend to the question, with all that

seriousness and solemnity of mind which these considera-
tions are so well calculated to inspire.

The holy Scriptures do teach the doctrine of the final ho-
liness and happiness of all men, in as much as this is a legit-

imate inference from the perfections of God, as therein re-
vealed. See Mat. 5:44—48. "But I say unto you, Love
your enemies, bless them that curse you, and do good to them
that hate you, and pray for them which despitefuUy use you
and persecute you ; that you may be the children of your
Father which is in heaven : for he maketh his sun to shine
on the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and
on the unjust. For if ye love them which love you, what
reward have ye? do not even the publicans the same? and if

ye salute your brethren only, what do you more than others?
1*
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do not even the publicans so? Be ye therefore perfect, even
as your Father which is in heaven is perfect." Now as God
loves his friends, if He loves his enemies. He of course loves

all mankind, inasmuch as all are included under one or the

other of these characters. That he does love his enemies,
and will do them good, is a necessary inference from the fact

that he has commanded us to love our enemies and do them
good, that we may be his children, i. e. characteristically

such ; and that we may be perfect as He is perfect. But we
do not rest this conclusion upon inference merely, for there

are abundant direct and explicit testimonies touching this

point, to be found in the holy scriptures. See 1st John 4:10
—Eph. 2:4, 5—Rom. 5:8. " Herein is love, not that we lov-

ed God, but that he loved us, and sent his Son to be the pro-
pitiation of our sins." '' But God who is rich in mercy, for

this great love wherewith he loved us, even when we were
dead in sins, hath quickened us together with Christ, (by
grace ye are saved.)" " But God commendeth his love to-

wards us, in that while we were yet sinners, Christ died for

us." Now these passages show in as plain terms as any
language that could be employed, that the love of God to-

wards His creatures is wholly independent of their affections

or conduct towards Him. The fact, then, may be regarded
as established upon the highest authority, that God loves all

mankind, even His enemies. And since God is an unchang-
able Being, (see James 1 :17,) if he loves them now, or if He
ever loved them, we conclude that he will eternally love them.
We are strengthened in this conclusion by the consideration
that if our want of love to God, our sinfulness, and our en-
mity to Him has not, as the above texts testify, alienated his

affections from our race, then it is safe to conclude that noth-
ing can produce such a result. If it be true, then, that God
loves all men, without any exception, and if it be true, also,

that nothing which is past, present, or to come, can separate
them from that love, all of which, as we have seen, the holy
scriptures do teach, what are we to conclude will be the re-

sult as it respects the final condition of our race .<* Paul in-

forms us, (Rom. 18:10,) that " Love worketh no ill." The
imnjutable love of Gocl cannot, therefore, annihilate any of
its objects, for we know and fool that annihilation would be
a dreadful evil—the greatest, with one exception, that can be
imagined. It is contrary to all past conceptions of the divine
nature, to sup[)Ose that it can annihilate any of its objects;

for lovo, be it remembered, is a conservative principle—it

i«eks not to destroy, but to preserve. In the beginning, it

gave birth to existence, and is ever active in preserving and
sustaining it. If, thon, as must be entirely obvious to every
reflecting mind, annihilation is an evil of such dreadful mag-
nitude as to render it inconsistent with the immutable love of
Ood, how much more so is endless misery, which all must



allow is an inconceivably g^reater evil. That endless misery
is an evil greater than the utmost ingenuity of men or devils
could invent, will not be denied. It is impossible, therefore,
in the nature of things, to reconcile its infliction with that
love which worketh no ill. The final holiness and happiness
of all men is, in fact, the only inference that can rationally
be drawn from the immutable love of God towards them. Of
this we may be assured by considering the operations of that
divine principle as it is faintly and imperfe«-tly exhibited in
the operations of the human heart. The love which is ex-
hibited in our domestic and social intercourse, and which we
exercise towards each other, as kindred, neighbors, and
friends, is but an emanation from that eternal principle which
created, sustains, and controls the universe. Now let me in-

quire, would you not render the dear objects of your love ho-
ly and happy? Would you not cleanse, sanctify and save
even the vilest of our race.'' I will not wait for an answer
to these questions, for we have it in the untiring efforts, pray-
ers, and desires of every Christian denominaiion for the sal-

vation of the world. The religious enterprises of the day
show plainly that all good men and Christians, of every de-
nomination, would make all men holy and happy if they
could. But can they rationally pretend that they love their

fellow men more than God, or that they would do better by
them than He does? As well might it be pretended that a
drop exceeds its fountain, or that a mere spark exceeds the cen-
tral sun ofthe universe. But perhaps I shall be told that such
comparisons are improper and irreverent. If so, the fault is not
ours, but the fault of the inspired writers themselves, as may
be easily shown. I will name a few of the many passages
that might be cited to prove this point. See Chron. 21 :13

—

Isaiah 49:15—also Matt. 7:11. "If ye, then, being evil,

know how to give good gifts unto your children, how much
more shall your Father which is in heaven give good things

to them that ask him?" This last named passage is worthy
of particular observation. It would be no violence to the

sentiment contained in the passage, to say, " If ye then, be-
ing evil, would render all men holy and happy, how much
more shall our Father which is in heaven?" The scriptures

do, indeed, declare that as the heavens are higher than the

earth, so are the ways of God higher than our ways ; but
we have yet to learn that he is so much worse. If God is

infinitely greater, we may safely conclude that He is infinite-

ly better than we. Let it be shown then, if by any means it

can be made to appear, how the impartial and immutable
love of God can result in any thing else but the final holiness

and happiness of all men.
Mr. Hutchins' Reply :

The question now to be discussed is stated in the most
guarded manner. It is not. Do the holy Scriptures teach
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that all mankind will endlessly dwell in heaven? This would
not answer on this occasion; tor the same kind of arguments
which are constantly used to prove that there is no future hell,

would j)rove that there isno future heavenforany of thehuman
race. Tlie words in the Bible rendered heaven inour translation,

do not originally refer to any thing at all hereafter, any
more than the words rendered hell do. Mr. Skinner, a dis-

tingiiishctl universalist writer, in his discussion with Mr. A.
Campbell, p. 104, says, " neither the Hebrew Shemim, the

Greek Ouranos, nor Persian Paradiseous, nor, I may add, the

:Latin Cdlum, nor English Heaven^ is ever relied on by any
univej-salist, nor any other enlightened Christian, as proof of
the endless happiness of the saints.^' David while in this

life, got into the lowest hell, or Hebrew Sheol, and was de-

livered from it. Psa. 86:13: Paul was likewise caught up
into heaven or paradise and returned again. 2 Cor, 12:2, 4.

So it would seem that neither heaven or hell is any thing that

is to concern us hereafter. Alexander Campbell, one of the

greatest polemical theologians in the United States, in his

discussion with Mr. Skinner, says, p. 74, * Mr. Balfour has
in one volume given 254 pages on Gehenna. I can take his

own logic and criticism, and in half the number prove there

is no heaven.'
His meaning is that with half of Mr. Balfour's arguments

in proof of no future hell, he can prove there is no future
heaven. And I fearlessly assert that the same kind of argu-
ments which are used to prove there is no future hell, will

prove there is no future heaven.
Nor is the question, Do the Holy Scriptures teach the

doctrine of the eternal salvation of all men ? This would
not do imith&r; for the term ' eternal salvation' is found but
once in the Bible, and there it is conditional. 'He became
the author of eternal salvation, unto all them that obey him.'
Heb. 5:9. Added to this, the phrase 'eternal damnation'
occurs once in the Scriptures. Mark 3:29. Hence if the future
reference and endless duration of the first of these texts is ad-
mitted, it will not be an easy matter to prove that the last re-

fers to events in this life, or is limited in its duration. Yet my
opponent will probably quote texts which speak of salvation
to prov(! the final holiness and happiness of all men, notwith-
staiuling the future endless salvation of the human race, is

not nanu'd in the Bible. If the Scrij)tures do teach the doc-
trine of the fnial holiness and hajipinessof all men, it is hop-
ed that the evidences of this doctrine will be presented so
clearly that all may be convinced of its truth. And that this

will be attempted, I infer from the fact that I have been chal-
lenged to this discussion. The affirmative of the question is,

All men will finally be made holy and happy. But the phrase
final holiness and happiness of all men, is not in the Bible;
and whether the Scriptures teach a doctrine which they do
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not name, the sequel of this discussion "vvill show. But if
this doctrine can be proved from the sacred Oracles, notwith-
standing they do not mention it, why may not any doctrine be
proved in the same way ? Can you suppose, my hearers,
that the eternal holiness and happiness of all men can be
proved from the Bible, while the doctrine of 'eternal damna-
tion' and ' eternal judgment,' expressly named by the sacred
writers, cannot be proved from that Holy Book? I will now
show you what Mr. Balfour thinks about doctrines that ' are
not found in the Bible.' " An eternal hell is often heard of,

from the pulpit, and perhaps many believe it to be a Scrip-
ture expression. This, with many other terrific expressions,
which are the chief ornament of many modern sermons, and
often uttered without much feeling* by the preacher, are not
found in the Bible. They are bugbears of his own creating,
which no man who regards the Scriptures, and has consider-
ed this subject, will be frightened at." First inquiry, p. 218.
Did " Christ or his apostles" " paint, in glowing colors, the
horrors of the damned in hell, to make men Christians? No
man will say so. Not a word was said by them about an eternal
hell to the people. All such language is coined at the mint
of modern divinity, and may be a very good plan for increas-
ing a sect, but this is a very different thing from making men
Christians." p. 219. This is the language of one of the
greatest universalist writers in this country. Now leave out
of these quotations the phrase ' eternal hell,' with two or three
other words, and substitute the question before us, and they
stand in their full force against universalism. Thejinal holiness

and happiness of all men, is often heard offrom the pulpit, and
perhaps many believe it to be a Scripture expression. This,
with many other animating expressions, which are the chief
ornaments of many modern sermons, and often uttered with-
out much feeling by the preacher, are not found in the Bible.

They are chimeras of his own creating, which no man who
regards the Scriptures, and has considered the subject, will

be rejoiced at. According to this reasoning, the doctrine of
the final holiness and happiness of all men, is a mere crea-

tion of the fancy of ignorant or designing men ! But Mr. Bal-
four's arguments are just as much against an eternal heaven
as they are against an ' eternal hell.' Did Christ and the

apostles paint in glowing colors, the joys of all mankind in

heaven to make men Christians? No man will say so. Not
a word was said by them about an eternal heaven to the peo-
ple. All such language is coined at the mint of modern di-

vinity, and may be a very good plan for increasing a sect, but
this is a very different thing from making men Christians?
ft is seen in the light of this reasoning that we must look up-
on the doctrine of an eternal heaven, just as universalists do
upon that of an eternal hell. Hence, on the authority of Mr.
Balfour's reasoning, the question is decided in the negative,
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there is no eternal heaven for us, and we may all go home,
resting in ' the glorious hope' of no future existence! But if

the discussion must i)roceed, ' I have a right to demand' of

my opponent, the same kind of evidence of the final holi-

ness and happiness of all men, that universalists demand in

proof of the opposite doctrine. This demand, will, I trust,

be remembered, and the audience will wait to see how he
will overthrow Mr. Balfour's arguments. I will now reply to

the arguments which have been brought forward in support
of the affirmative of the question under discussion. 1 trust

that I am not insensible of the ' great importance' of this

question; but it is not to be decided by ' an inquiry into the

state of the dead,' nor by the ardent desires and ' prayers of
the whole Christian world.' The audience have no doubt
observed, that my opponent's arguments on the perfections

of God, consist altogether of inferences and assumptions.

He has quoted Matt. 5:44, 48. But this text does not men-
tion the final holiness and happiness of all men; nor yet does
one of the other texts which he has brought forward, name
that doctrine ! God does his enemies good by causing 'His
sun to rise on' them, and by sending them ' rain.' But he
docs not love them enough to give them a crop by means
of the rain and sunshine, whether they labor or are idle.

And to assume that God loves His enemies so well that He
-will save them hereafter, however they may live and die, is

takin<r unwarrantable liberty with His word. Do the rain and
sunshine secure 'all men' against death by famine.'' Most cer-

tainly nut. Cases of individual starvation occur in various
parts of the earth. Farther: What dreadful famines have
sometimes devastated large portions of the globe. Only a
few years ago a famine in India swe])t away its thousands.
Till; inhabitants of Agra were com])elled to give up their

evening drives, on account of the intolerable effluvia arising

from the dead bodies surrounding that station. A small riv-

er near Cownpore was said to be choked with the corpses of
the multitudes starved to death. Hence I conclude, that, as
God's love to mankind, as it is manifest in the gifts of rain
and sunshine, docs not prevent the starvation of ' all men,' it

cannot be proved that this love will make them all holy and hap-

py hereafter. Jehovah says, For as the rain comcth down,
and the stiow from heaven, and returneth not thither, but wa-
tereth the earth, and maketh it bring forth and bud, that it

may give seed to the sower and bread to the eater, so shall

my word be that goeth forth out of my mouth; it shall not
return unto me void, but it shall accomplish that which I

please, and it shall prosper in the thing whereunto I sent it.

Isa. 55:10, 11. From this passage we learn that God accom-
j)lislies his purposes in relation to the moral state of man in

the same manner that He accomplishes them in regard to

supplying his physical wants. Hence, as the use of the rain.
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&,c. is to fertilize the earth so that it may repay the toil of
the laborer with the means of subsistence, it follows that God
by his word or gospel, only devises the means by which those

who repent and serve Him shall be made holy and happy.
Let us suppose that, in the spring, while the rains were de-
scending in copious fertilizing showers, a negligent farmer
should say to his family, see what a prospect of a rich har-

vest we have! what would be thought of his expectations?

All would pronounce his confidence in God's love and mer-
cy, an insult rather than an honor to the Father of mercies.

Can 5^ou believe for a moment, my hearers, that such a man's
field would look like one which had been planted and proper-

ly cultivated? NO: Yet who would say that God was par-

tial in his love, because one farm was covered with nothing
but weeds, while the other was gladdening the heart of
its industrious owner with the cheering prospect of a good
harvest? Surely no one. Thus it is seen that, in order to

be benefitted by the rain and sunshine, man must labor.

Therefore God's love to all men as it is manifested in these

gifts, furnishes no evidence whatever of the unconditional
holiness and happiness of all men. Consequently my op-
ponent was unfortunate in selecting a text referring to bless-

ings which God bestows conditionally by means of the rain

and sun!«hine, to prove his unconditional, universal salva-

tion.

I admit that God loves his enemies and will do them good;
but He loves them as much now as He ever will. Hence, as

He does not save them now. His love is no proof that he will

make all men holy and happy in the immortal state. He has
as much power now as He ever will have, and He is as mer-
ciful to sinners as He ever will be. Consequently as multi-

tudes are not saved from sin and misery here, it cannot be

shown from His perfections, that He will become any more
impartial hereafter than He is now. Where then is the as-

surance of the final holiness and happiness of all men? It

is not denied that ' God loves his creatures,' even ' His ene-

mies,' in a certain sense, ' wholly independent of their affec-

tion for him.' But this no more proves their future than it

does their present holiness and happiness. Hence my oppo-
nent's reasoning on this fact is illogical; nor do the irrelevant

texts which he has quoted, nor yet the inferences and assump-
tions he has drawn from them, strengthen his cause. For
' since God is an unchangeable being, (see James 1:17,) if

those whom he loves now are sinful and miserable, * I con-

clude,' according to my opponent's reasoning, that He will per-

mit them to be miserable and sinful ' eternally.' Rom. 12:10,
* Love worketh no ill,' says nothing about the subject in de-

bate, and therefore it is not to the point. Does this love,

which, contrary to the scope of the apostle, has just been ap-

plied to God, work the numerous sins and miseries of this
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life? If it does, it follows from God's unchangeableness, ad-
mittinj: the correctness of my opponent's reasoning, that

these ills will exist eternally. And if it does not work them,
how can we know that they will cease hereafter? ' Let me
inquire, would you not render the dear objects of your love
holy and happy' now? 'Would you not cleanse, sanctify
and save even the vilest of our race' this moment? ' I will

not wait for an answer to these questions, for we have it in

the untiring efforts, prayers, and desires of every Christian
denomination for the' present * salvation of the world. The
religious enterprises of the day show plainly that all good
men and Christians, of every denomination, would make all

men holy and happy' now ' if they could.' But can my op-
l)onent, rationally pretend that they love their fellow men
more than God, or that they would do better by them than he
does? As well might it be pretended that a drop exceeds its

fountain, or that a mere spark exceeds the central sun of the
universe.' I would most certainly make sinners holy and
happy now, if 1 could; hence, if my opponent reasons cor-
rectly, 1 have more love for them than God has. A text has
been quoted from Isaiah to prove that the love oi" God is

greater than human love. I will • not forget thee,' [Zion]
says Jehovah; but my opponent would make him say, I will

make all men holy and happy hereafter! Before Mat. 7:10,
will afford his cause any support, he must prove that those
who die in sin and unbelief, will ask for mercy and receive
salvation beyond the grave. According to his assumptions,
" It would be no violence to the sentiment contained in the
passage, to say, ' Ifye then, being evil, would render all men
holy and happy' now, ' how much more shall our Father
which is in heaven' " save them all now? It is not for me to

show that 'the impartial and immutable love of God' will
not result in ' the final holiness and happiness of all men.'
But it belongs to my opponent to show, ' if by any means it

can be made to appear,' that an unchangeable and impartial
God will make those holy and happy hereafter, whom he per-
mits to live and die in an unholy and unhappy state.

Rejoinder. Mr. Bulkley rejoined as follows:
My brother H. evidently misapprehends Mr. Balfour's lan-

guage. Taken in their proper connection, his words express
not merely that the words " endless punishment," but noth-
ing ecjuivalent to that expression, is to be found there. It

would be altogether absurd, my friends, as you will at once
j)erceive, to take a question in the very language of Scrip-
ture, and then enter into a debate whether such words are
found there. It is sutlicient therefore to make out my case,
to produce such expressions from the Scriptures as are
equivalent to the phrase, i. e. mean the same thing as the fi-

nal holiness and happiness of all men. When I do this, my
work is done, in the estimation of all intelligent minds. The



question before us, is not what Mr. Balfour teaches? or what
do universalist authors teach ? but what do the holy Scriptures
teach? The remarks on that score are, therefore, out of
place, and evidently have nothing to do with the question at

issue between us. In my first address, I pointed you to the per-
fections of God, in proof of the affirmative of the question.
And how has that argument been met? Why, my brother
had much to say about the rain and sunshine and other mat-
ters which are entirely foreign to the point at issue between
us. He admitted, indeed, that God loves his enemies and
will do them good; but contended that God loves them as
much now as He ever will love them—that He does not save
them now, and consequently his loving them is no evidence
that he will ever save them. But does my brother mean to

be understood by this, that God will never do any thing in

relation to the salvation of his creatures, but what he has al-

ready done? Such, at least, appears to be the spirit and im-
port of his objection. And if what is asserted in this objec-
tion be true, it is as fatal to his system as to mine—in short,

it is fatal to every christian system; for the plan of divine
grace even on partialist principles is not yet fully consumma-
ted, and consequently, according to this objection, there is

no evidence that it ever will be. I admit that God loves men
now as well as he ever will love them, for there is no need
that he should love them any better in order to complete the
glorious plan of grace which his love has begun in Christ
the Savior of the world. So Paul evidently viewed the mat-
ter, when he declared (1st Tim. 2:6) that Christ "gave him-
self a ransom for all, to be testified in due time." Nor did
the fact that it was not testified now, detract in the least from
the apostle's faith. Nor should it hinder us from resting in

the same glorious assurance. In due time the event will

meet its accomplishment, agreeable to what is said by the
prophet. (See Isa. li. 2.) For all that has been said, there-
fore, the final holiness and happiness of all men is a legiti-

mate inference from the perfections of God. My brother has
admitted that God loves his enemies and will do them good.
Let him then come to the point at once, and show if he can
how this love can be reconciled with any thing else but their
final holiness and happiness.
Mr. H. replied:

—

I ' evidently' did not ' misapprehend Mr. Balfour's lan-

guage;' for I quoted it as he penned it, and it says nothing
about something ' equivalent' to ' an eternal hell.' Nor have
I intimated that it would be proper ' to take a question in

the very language of Scripture, and then enter into a debate
whether such words are to be found there.' Nor yet have I

intimated that Mr. Balfour's language implies any such thing.

I simply replied to my opponent's reasoning by arguments
based on Mr. Balfour's method of proving that there is no

2
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eternal hell. Hence the first part of my opponent's last reply

is ' out of ])lace,' and uncalled for. If he can ' make out'

his ' case' hy producing texts whicli do not mention the final

holiness and happiness of all men, what shall we think of
Mr. Balfour's argument against an eternal hell when the

terms ' eternal damnation' and 'eternal judgment,' are in

the Scriptures? According to the argument I am consider-

ing, ' in the estimation of all intelligent minds,' although the

phrase eternal hell is ' not I'ound in the Bible,' I have shown
that all men will not be saved, for I have produced ' such ex-

rrossions from the Scrij>lures as are efjuivalent to the y)hrase.'

know very well that ' the question before us, is not what
Mr. Balfour leaches,^ or what do universalist authois teach.^'

But I know also that, in discussing the opposite of this ques-
tion, universalists are constantly quoting the opinions of Whitby,
Doddridge, Lightfoot, Clarke, and many others, to provetheir
doctrine. And if they have a right to bring in the opinions
of such men while discussing scriptural (juestions, I have a
right to adoj)t a similar method in this discussion. My * re-

marks on' this ' score' are therefore not 'out of place.' You
have been told that my arguments on ' the rain and sunshine,'

subjects distinctly named, and occupying a prominent place
in onf^ of my opponent's proof texts, ' are entirely foreign to

the point ;it issue between us.' But as he did not attempt to

show the irrelevancy or the fallacy of my reasoning, it is pre-

su ucd he considered that making this bare assertion was the

best way to dispose of arguments which he could not refute.

As ?iv remarks were based on a text which treats directly of
God's ' perfections,'—a text quoted too in support of the af-

firniiitive of the question before us,—in dismissing my argu-
ments as foreign to the subject in debate, he has dismissed
the »^ext on which they were founded as foreign to his pur-
pose.

ft has been asserted that my reasoning on the perfections

of God ' is as fatal to' my ' systetn as to' my ojiponent's. Let
us see if this is true. His system teaches that salvation in the
iiiuiiortal state is unconditional, but mine considers it condi-
tional. 'Now, they do it to obtain a corruptible crown; but
we an incorruptible:' 1 Cor. 9:25. ' I have fouclit a good
fi'lhr, I have finished my couise, I havekejU the faith. Hence-
forth there is laid up for me a crown of righteousness, which
the Ivord, the riijhteous Judge, shall give me at that day :

antl not to me only, but unto all Ihcm also that love his ap-
pearin'j;:^ 1 Tim. 4:7,8. ' He became the aulhor of eternal
H.dvMtion, unto all them that obey him:' Heb. 5:9. 'Be thou
/aj7/i/u/ unto death . and I will ;rive thee a crown of life:'

Kev. '•2:10 ' 'J'o him that overcometh, will 1 ijrantto sit with
me in rny throne, even as I also overcame, and am set down
with 'MvP^ither in His throne:' Rev. 3:21.

'I'hese texts j)rove the conditionality of future salvation,
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of passages of Scripture.

Hence my argument, whicii I based upon his own reason-
ing upon the unchangeableness of God, is not fatal to my
system. He admits ' that God loves men now as well as he

ever will love them.' To make out his case consistently

with this admission, he must show why God does not make
all men holy and happy in this state, unconditionally. That
Christ gave liimself a ransom for all, to be testified in due
time, is admitted. It is also admitted that the event predict-

ed by the apostle, will be accomplished. The /acf that Christ

died for all, will no doubt be testified in due time. But that

this due time refers to the immortal state, or that all men will

there be made holy and happy, as my opponent seems to infer,

is not named by the apostle. And this I think he would have
done, had he been a universalist, and intended to ' teach the

doctrine of the final holiness and happiness of all men.' I

will here inquire why texts which are silent respecting a fu-

ture state are used to prove a doctrine which relates to the

state of all mankind hereafter? Those who are acquainted
with tlie arguments of universalists against the future refer-

ence of texts relating to punishment, will feel the force of

"this inquir\^ I shall wait to see how it will be disposed of.

It is true I have admitted that God loves his enemies and will

do them good. But while my arguments on the rain and
sunshine, showing that he does not love them enough to save

them unconditionally either here or hereafter, remains un-
answered, this admission neither embarrasses me nor helps

my opponent. Nor is it for me to show what ' this love' can-

not ' be reconciled with;' but he must show that it will un-

conditionally effect the final salvation of those who die in un-

belief and rebellion against the laws of God. On arriving at

home this evening, my hearers, some of your friends will in-

quire about the discussion. Tell them that not a text has

been quoted which mentions the final holiness and happiness

of all men. Hence according to Mr. Balfour's reasoning

against an eternal hell, universalism will do very well to

build up a sect; but this is a different thing from making them
Christians.

SECOND EVENI^"G.

Mr. B. continued the argument in the affirmative as fol-

lows:

—

The holy Scriptures do teach the doctrine of the final holi-

ness and happiness of all men, inasmuch as they teach that

all shall ultimately unite in offering spiritual and divine wor-
ship. In attempting to establish this position, I feel that I

cannot do better than to avail myself of the remarks of the

distinguished orthodox professor Stuart on the passage in

Philip. 2:10, 11—"That at the name of Jesus every knee
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shall bow, of things in heaven and things in earth and things

under the earth, and that every tongue shall confess that Je-
sus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father."
" Things in heaven, earth, and under the earth, is a com-

mon periphrasis of the Hebrew and New Testament writers
for the universe; (ta pan, or tapanta.) What can be meant
by things in heaven, i. c. beings in heaven, bowing the knee
Id^Jesus, if sj)iritual worship be not meant? What other
worship can heaven render? And if the worship of Christ
in heaven be spiritual, should not that of others who ought
to be in temper united with them, be spiritual too? Rev. 5:

8— 14, ' And when he (i. e. Christ, see ver. 6, 7,) took the

book, the four beasts and the four and twenty elders fell down
before the Lnnib, having every one of them harps and golden
vials full of odors, which are the prayers of saints. And
they sung a new song, saying, Thou art worthy to take the

book and open the seals thereof; for thou wast slain, and
hast redeemed us to God by thy blood out of every kindred,
and tongue, and people, and nation; and hast made us unto
our God kings and ])riests; and we shall reign on the earth.

And 1 beheld and heard the voice of many angels Jound
about the throne, and the beasts and the elders; and the num-
ber of them was ten thousand times ten thousand and thou-
sands of thousands, saying with a loud voice. Worthy is the

Lamb that was slain to receive power, and riches, and wis-
dom, and strength, and honor, and glory, and blessing. And
every creature which is in heaven and on earth and under
the earth, and such as are in the sea and all that are in them,
heard I saying, Blessing, and honor, and glory, and power,
be unto Him that sitteth u])on the throne and unto the Lamb
forever and ever. And the four beasts said Amen. And the
four and twenty elders fell down and worshipped Him that

liveth forever and ever.' If this be not spiritual worship

—

and if Christ be not the object of it here; I am unable to

produce a case where worship can be called spiritual and di-

vine."

—

SiuarVs Letters to Channing, pp. 100—103.

If, then. Professor Stuart is correct in his view of this pas-
sage—(and who can show the contrary?)—if all the intelli-

gences in the universe are included in the texts, and if all are
ultimately to unite in oflering spiritual and divine worship,
what further need have we of proof that all shall ultimately
be holy and ha])j»y? Will it be pretended that any but holy
and happy beings can render such worship? We think not:

for if there is in the imseon world a gloomy prison house of
wo, worship must 1x3 a stranger in thatdisnjal abode. I'here,

no hope of present or future good awakens the feelings of de-
votion. Prayers are unavailing—love is banished from the

place—gratitude is swallowed up in the blackness of dark-
ness. No day-star, promising future and lasting good, arises

there—no beams of the sun of righteousness gild that gloomy
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dungeon: but raging waves of fire, tempestuous wrath, loud
thundering peals of eternal vengeance, brood around the soul
that is forsaken of its God, and doomed to blaspheme his
name forever. Tell us not, then, as you value reason and
consistency, that spiritual and divine worship can proceed
from spirits black as the shades of eternal night, and whose
vocabulary affords only the language of cursing and blasphe-
my. h\ then, holiness be indispensable to the offering of
such worship, we may be assured that happiness v/ill b# a
necessary result; for holiness and happiness are, by the im-
mutable law of God, inseparably connected.
Reply of Mr. H:—
Last evening we were told that the question before us, is

not what Mr. Balfour teaches? or what do universalist au-
thors teach? &c. I then suspected that my opponent would
soon condemn himself by quoting authors on my side of the
question; and this he has done in his quotation from profes-
sor Stuart. I will in return inform him that the question be-
fore us, is not what professor Stuart teaches? or what ortho-
dox authors teach? but what do the holy Scriptures teach?
That the distinguished professor in question, understood his
own language better than my opponent understands it, all

will admit; and that he did not teach universalism in that
quotation, all his aide writings against that doctrine, bear
ample testimony. Therefore the remarks from his pen are
not to the point. When it is proved that the acts of bowing
and confessing-, refered to in Phil. 2:10, 11, are to be volunta-
rily and willingly performed by every member of the human
family, the text will prove the final holiness and happiness of
all men; but this remains to be done. That all will confess
that Christ is Lord, and thus own his authority as governor
of the universe, I admit; and that his greatest enemies will

have to submit to him in some sense, is also evident, ' for he
must reign till he hath put all enemies under his feet.' But
that the}' will all be made holy and happy, is mere assump-
tion and assertion. That Rev. 5:13, has no bearingon the ques-
tion under discussion, the following considerations will show.
1. At the time when this universal homage was rendered,
' the earth' and ' the sea' were in existence. 2. Beasts, fish-

es, and animals of all kinds, are represented as taking part
in this universal song of praise. ' Every creature which is

in heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth, and such
as are in the sea, and all that are in them,' [not all that were
in them] were heard by John as engaged in rendering the
homage spoken of in this verse. This shows that, by a fig-

ure of speech called personification, all creation, consisting of
things animate and inanimate, was engaged in this worship.
David calls upon all parts of creation to praise God in the
same manner. ' Praise the Lord from the earth, ye dragons,
and all deeps; fire and hail; snow and vapor; stormy wind

2*
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fulfiHing his word: mountains, and all hills; fruitful trees,

and all cedars: beasts, and all cattle; creeping things, and
flying fowl; kings of the earth, and all people; princes, and all

judges ofthe earth; both young men, and maidens; old men, and
children; Let them praise the name of the Lord.' Ps. 148:

7— 13. 3. The song of praise mentioned in Rev. 5:13, was
offered to Christ when he took the sealed book out of the

haftid of him that sat upon the throne, and before the seals

were opened. See verses 7, 8. 4. After this song was sung,

events transpired, as we learn by the following chapters,

which belong to time, and consequently to this earth. See
chapter vi. verses 8, 15— 17. Also chaj)ter xx. verses 12

—

14. Here we learn that after the song mentioned in Rev. 5:

13, there wj^ fein and misery. Hence my opponent's argu-

ment drawn from this text, is illogical and irrelevant, for it

is evident the passage does not prove the final holiness and
happiness of all men, because beyond the scene which it

contemplates, wretchedness and wo are said to exist. 5.

Mr. Abel C. Thomas, a ' distinguished' universalist theolog-

ical w riter, in his discussion with Dr. Ely, p. 38, says, ' Nor
indeed do I see the propriety of urging so confessedly hyper-
bolical a book as the Apocalypse in proof of any iniportant

doctrine.' Again he states, p. 126, ' 1 may remark, that I

profess little acquaintance with the hyperbolical instructions

of the A})0calypse. Commentators of every sect have ac-

knowledged their ignorance as to the meaning of many por-

tions of the book; and neither of us would lose any thing, in

the estinuition of judicious persons, were we to unite in a

similar acknowledgement.' Again he remarks, pp. 127—8,
" In the first verse of the Apocalypse it it is written, ' The
revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave unto him to show
to his servants things which must shortly come to pass.' "

' If, then, Mr. Thomas is correct in his views of' the book
of Revelation, if it is not pro])er to urge this book in proof
of any important doctrine, if it is judicious to acknowledge
our ignorance of the meaning of many ])ortions of it, and if

the events there named were shortly to come to pass when
the book was written, what proof does it contain that all

mankind will ultimately be made holy and happy?
I have never said, nor do I believe, that ' raging waves of

fire, tempestuous wrath, and loud thundering peals of eternal

vengeance, brood around the soul that is forsaken of its God'
in ' the unseen world.' Why, then, doesmy oj)ponent bring
this rej)resentation into this discussion.^ Does he find it nec-
essary to caricature anil misre|)resent my views in order to

prove his own? Such a course is certainly uncalled for if

the Bible j)lainly teaches universalism, and he is able to pre-
sent its instructions. 1 most certainly believe in a future state

or condition expressed by such })hrases as, ' eternal dumna-
tion;' ' the fire that shall never be quenched: where their
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worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched;' ' eternal judg-
ment,' ' the lake of fire,' &c. But as these expressions cannot
be literally true, even in the universalis! sense of the mean-
ing of such terms, the}^ are, I conceive, figurative representa-
tions of the future condition of those who 'shall not inherit
the kingdom of God.'
Rejoinder. Mr B. rejoined :

—

Perhaps mj brother is right in saying that the construction
given of the passages in Philip, and Rev. includes " toads,
serpents," &c. Before we admit his assertion, however, let
us try his criticism upon another passage, found in Mark, 16:
15—" Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel to eve-
ry creature." '"'Every creature," Br. H. says, includes
beasts, toads and serpents. Then the Apostles were com-
manded to preach to toads and serpents. I must not forget
that brother H. claims to act under this commission. May I

be permitted to ask him when he last preached to a congre-
gation of toads and serpents, and what is the prospect of a
revival among them? As to the assertion that there is to

be sin and misery subsequent to the event spoken of in these
passages, it rests wholly upon the circumstance that it is

named in a chapter that happens to be further along in the
book. To illustrate the absurdity of this argument, I need
only refer to the fact that, whereas some things spoken of in

the book of Genesis are not yet fully consummated, many
things spoken of in Revelation were fulfilled centuries ago.
The simple fact, therefore, that certain words are found in a cer-
tain book orchapterarrangedsubsequently toothers, is no proof
that they refer to a later eveni; this argument, therefore, if

such it can be called, amounts to nothing. As to the proof
that those passages refer to a future state, I observe, 1. That
the worship spoken of is such only as heaven can render;
and, 2. There is no evidence that such an event ever did, or
ever will occur, in time, or on the earth. A future reference
of the texts, therefore, seems indispensable to their integrity;

inasmuch as many millions of the intelligences there referred

to have passed from the shores of time, and consequently
must render that worship in the final state, if at all. Let my
brother then prove, if he can, that all intelligences in the

universe will unite in offering spiritual and divine worship,
short of the final state.

Replication of Mr. H. :

—

In answer to the last arguments of my opponent, I would
observe, that the remarks on toads and serpents, as I did not

nse such terms, are as much out of place as they are out of
character. It is true I stated that beasts, fishes, and an-

imals of all kinds, were, in a certain sense, engaged in the

song mentioned in Rev. 5:13, and I proved my statement by
quoting part of that verse; and also part of the one hun-
dred forty eighth Psalm. That the phrase ' every creature,'
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means the same in Mark 16:15, that it doe.^ in Rev. 5:13, is

mere assumption. Hnice his attcni])t to make my reasoninj^

imply that 'the Apostles were commanded to preach to toacN

and serpents,' is as ungentlcmanly as it is irrelevant. His

sncerinjr question when I ' last preached to a congregation ot

toads and serpents, and what is the i)rospect of a revival

among them?' is of the same character. And if he will read

my quotation from David's pen, he w il! see that " the sweet

singer of Israel' is as obnoxious to the charge of -preaching

to the ' dragons,' ' winds,' ' hills,' ' mountains,' ' trees,' &c.,

as I am to "that of preaching to reptiles,' My argument,

showing that there is to he sin and misery subsequent to the

events spoken of in Phil. 2:11, and Rev. 5:13, is based on

Mr. A. C. Thomas' reasoning on the judgment mentioned in

the twentieth chapter of Revelation. In his discussion with

Dr. Ely, he says, p. 177, " you overlook the fact, that after

the judgment spoken of in chapter x\., John ' saw the great

city, the holy Jerusalem, descending out of heaven from
Gof/,' which language forbids your supposition, that after

said judgment, the saints were to ascend up to heaven to
God." Other universalists have used the same kind of argu-
ments to prove that the great day of wrath, mentioned in

Rev. 6:17, belongs to this'state. Yet when I use a similar

argument against the future reference of universalist proof
texts, my ojjponent pronounces it an ' absurdity.' Whether
he me:ins that this reasoning is absurd in my hands, while it

is conclusive in the hands of universalists, he has not said.

He now attempts to prove the future reference of the texts

in (juestion by asserting, ' 1. That the worship spoken of is

such only as heaven can render.' To this I rej)ly that John
heiird it rendered by every creature on the earth, under it,

in the sea, ' and all that' were ' in them,' as well as in heav-
en. What now becomes of the assertion that heaven only can
render this worship? But he asserts, '2. There is no evi-
dence that such an event ever did, or ever will occur, in

time, or on the earth.' Here again he contradicts John, for
lie iicard this song sung by those who were ' in heaven,' and
those who were ' on the earth,' ' in the sea,'&.c. Consequent-
ly when it was sung sojne were engaged in singing it ' in

time.' Alihough my opponent passed over the most of my
arguments airainst the future reference of Rev. 5:13, and
notwithstanding he did not notice my remarks which showed
that his inferenco from Phil. -2:11, is nothing more than as-
sumption or assertion, he now calls on me to ' prove that all

intelliirenccs in the universe will unite in offering s])iritual

and divine worship, sht)rt of the final state.' Notwithstand-
ing this work did not belong to me, I have performed it l)y

showing that the worship mentioned by John, whether it

was spiritual and divine or not, was oftcVed before the seals
were broken, and the book, which the Lamb took, was open-
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ed—that it was offered by some who were in heaven, some
who were on the earth, and some wlio were in the sea. I

fow call upon him to ' prove, if he can, that all intelligen-

.es in the universe will unite in offering spiritual and divine
worship' in ' the final state.'

You may tell your friends to night as you did last night,
my hearers, that not a text has been quoted which names the
final holiness and happiness of all men. Hence according
to Mr. Balfour's reasoning, we have additional evidence that

this doctrine, however it may serve to build up a sect, does
not make men Christians. When one text is quoted that

mentions the future salvation of all men, I will readily in-

form you of it; and till this is done you should reject this

doctrine as an awfully dangerous delusion.

THIRD EVENING.

Mr. B. continued:

—

The holy Scriptures do teach the final holiness and happi-
ness of all men, inasmuch as they teach that God is the Sa-
vior of all men. See 1 Tim. 4:10—" For therefore we both
labor and suffer reproach, because we trust in the living God,
who is the Savior of all men, especially of those that be-

lieve." No well founded objection to argument founded up-
on the passage can be drawn from the present tense of the

verb, is. For, strictly and philosophically speaking, there is

nothing past or future with God; but all the events from the

beginning to the end are continually present in his sight; this,

the Scriptures plainly declare. See Isa. 46:10—" Declaring
the end from the beginning, and from ancient times to things

that are not yet done, saying, My counsel shall stand, and I

will do all my pleasure." Also, Acts 15:18—"Known unto God
are all his works from the beginning of the workL" With
the help of this truth, we are enabled to understand many
}>assages which would otherwise be beyond our comprehen-
sion. Many passages might be cited by way of illustration;

but it may be sufficient for our purpose to cite 2 Tim. 1:10

—

" Who hath abolished death," &c. Now death here is said

to be abolished, not because it is actually done, but because

the event is certain in the counsels of God, of which he has

given us this evidence, that He raised up Christ from the

dead. In like manner we say God is the Savior of all men,
because the event is certain in the divine counsels. Nor
does the fact, that God is especially the Savior of believers,

at all militate against the truth expressed in the first clause of

the text, that " God is the Savior of all men," but rather

confirms the view I shall take of it. For in what sense, I

ask, is God specially the Savior of believers? My brother

will doubtless tell you that He is specially the Savior of be-

lievers here^ by making them holy and happj here in pro-

portion to the strength and efficacy of their faith- I then d«-
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the first clause of the text, in a (lifierent sense from that in

which he understands it in the last. If he says that God is

specially the Savior of believers, by making them holy and
},.,ppy_lthen I roi)ly, that just in that sense is God the Sa-

vior of all men, by making them holy and happy. The doc-

trine of the final holinessand happiness of all men is there-

fore established, by this argument, beyond the possibility of

refutation.

Mr. H. replied :—
My opponent has quoted 1 Tim, 4:10, ' For therefore ^ye

both labor and suffer reproach, because we trust in the liv-

ing God, who is the Savior of all men, especially of those

that believe,' to prove tlie final holiness and happiness of all

men. He assumes that the text refers to the immortal state.

In connection with several irrelevant texts which he quoted

to sustain this assumption, he remarked, 'with the help of

this truth, we are enabled to understand many passages

which would otherwise be beyond ourcomprehension.' With
this kind of reasoninir, almost any absurdity ma}^ be proved.

That God is omniscient, as the texts im|)roperly brought
forward plainly show, is admitted. And that He sometimes
sjieaks of things which are not as though they were, is also

admitted. But that He so speaks in 1 Tim. 4:10, there is

not a particle of proof either in the text or context, nor yet

in the Bible! This is so obvious that I presume the text would
not have been brought forward had not the words ' all men'
been found in it; and hence the futile effort to prove its fu-

ture reference. According to the argument which has been
used to refer this text to the immortal state, Rom. 14:23,

I)roves that some will be miserable there. ' He that doubt-
cth is [will be damned hereafter] if he eat. This reasoning
makes the text read, God will be the Savior of all men here-

after, specially, here, those w ho believe. But this is mere
nonsence. Farther: after the example of Mr. Balfour in

another case, I shall not consent to have things relating to

time and eternity blended together in this abrupt manner.
That the special salvation is conditional and relates to time
only, while the general salvation is unconditional and relates

to eternity, nuist be j)roved before the ])assage will afford a
semblance of support to universal ism. Nothing however
but inference, assertion, and assumption has yet been adduc-
ed on this sul)ject; and such proofs 1 shall reject here as

promptly as universalists do when it is adduced by their op-
])onents. The meaning of the apostle seems to be simply
this, God in some s<Mise saves all mankind now; but believ-
ers are saved in an especial sense. This view of the sub-
ject appears to betaken in Romans 5:18, 19. 'Therefore as
by the offence of one judgment came upon all men to con-
demnation, even so by the righteousness of one, the free gift
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came upon all men unto justification of life. For as by one
man's di-sobedience, many were made sinners, so by the obe-
dience of one shall many be made righteous.' In the same
sense, then, that ' all men' were made sinners by Adam's
transgression, they are all made righteous, or saved, by the

obedience of Christ. According to my opponent's reasoning,

the phrase, ' who is the Savior of all men,' refers to the im-
mortal state, while the term 'especially those that believe,'

refers to this life. I now ' demand of him a reason' for ap-
plying one part of this short sentence to time and the other to

eternity. It should be remembered that the text says not one
word about the future state. Therefore ' the doctrine of the

final holiness and happiness of all men' cannot be ' establish-

ed' by any argument which can be drawn from the passage.

Rejoinder. Mr. B. rejoined as follows:

—

It will be recollected that Br. Hutchins, in reply to my ar-

gument founded on the perfections of God, stated that all

men are not saved now, and the love of God towards them
is no evidence that they ever will be saved. He now tells

you that God is the Savior of all men now. Which of these

statements does he mean to have us believe.'' The point at

issue between us on this passage in Tim. is not whether sal-

vation is conditional, but whether the conditions are such as

to falsify the declaration of the Apostle. As plain as that

two and two make four, is the proposition that God is the Sa-
vior of none but those that are saved. A mere willingness to

save does not constitute him a Savior, any more than a wil-

lingness to accept that office would constitute a man Presi-

dent of the United States. Nor would providing ineffectual

means to save, entitle him to that appellation, any more than

an unsuccessful endeavor to obtain that office, would entitle a
man to the appellation of President. I might safel}^ admit
the conditionality of salvation to any extent that could ration-

ally be desired, and it would not effect my argument in the

least; since God has instituted no conditions that can in any
event defeat His purposes or falsify His word. If, as my
brother has once assured us, God is not the Savior of all men
now.. He must be hereafter, or the declaration contained in

the text is not true. My brother may take which horn of
the dilemma he pleases. I hardly know what to make of his

assertion that " all men are saved now," that " all are tnade

righteous now," unless he intends to set forth one of the pe-

culiar beauties of his system, the doctrine of " imputed
righteousness"—a ('octrine at which reason stands aghast,

and which " shocks all common sense." Is the drunkard, I

ask, saved now.'' Is the thief, the robber, the murderer, the

adulterer saved.'' Are these characters made righteous now.''

Truly, theirs must be a singular kind of righteousness. As
to the assertion that the text says nothing about the future

state, I may venture to leave it with the single observation,



that since it is miinilV-.xt timt all are not saved now, the only

alternative that is Ict't is either to conclude that the Apostle

uttered a falscliood, or admit that all men will be saved in

ihe future state.

Mr. H's. replication.

Because I stated in the first of this discussion that all men
are not saved now, and remarked in my last re})l>' that God
is the Savior of all men now, I am indirectly accused of a
contradiction. As my oj)ponent wishes to know which of
the above statements I would have believed, I answer both

of them. When I said that all men are not saved now, I

meant that they are not saved especially; and in the remark
that God is the Savior of all miMi now, I meant that they are

all saved in some sense ditferent tVom an especial salvation.

Hence both of my statements are true. I have never asser-

ted that ' a mere willingness to save' constitutes God ' a Sa-
vior;' nor that ' providing ineffectual means to save' would
'entitle him to that ai)pellation.' Therefore the introduction
of what would not 'constitute a man President of the Uni-
ted States' does ' not effect my argument in the least.' When
it is proved that God has promised to save all men hereafter,

it will be time enough for my opponent to attempt to make it

a])pear that my reasoning makes Him ' falsify His word.'
TIk^ e\|)lanation which t have given of my meaning of the
remark that God is not the Savior of all men now, makes
' the dilemma' of which my opponent speaks, a mere crea-
ture of his mistaken fancy. It is therefore as harmless as
the impression which created it is groundless. Consequent-
ly his attempt to prove from my own statement eiiher that
God must save all men hereafter or his word is not true, is

worse than nothing to his cause. He says he hardly knows
what to make of my assertion that all men are made right-
eous now, &,c. If he dont know what to make of Scriptural
sentiments, I dont know as I can help him. I will however
try to make myself understood on this subject. All men
were /3«.?5jut/j/ condemned, in some sense, [not to endless
misery,] Uy Adam's offence; even so, mark that, the free gift

ramj'j)assively upon all men to justification of life, or free-
dom from condo(nnation here, [not in heaven.] Thus as far
as man wa«^rnade ft siimer in Adam, he is made righteous in
Christ, and no farther. As far, then, as the drunkard, thief,
robber, murderer and adulterer was condenmed in Adan», be-K
cleared from condemnation, or made righteous in Christ. If
" reason inlands aijhast" at this doctrine, and if it "shocks
all cormnon scnsj'," the fault is the Bd>le's rather than mine.
L't it be undrrstood, however, that nothing which Adam did
coiidrfiititMl the sinner to misery in a future state independent
of his own act-s; also that nothing that Christ has done can
make him holy and happy without obedience to God.
That 1 Tim. 4:10, does not »ustain the affirmative of the
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question before us, I argue ^rom the fact that future salvation

is conditional. This I showed in my last reply on the first

evening of this discussion; but as what I said at that time
has not been answered, I need not repeat the texts there
adduced, to provel^is conditionality. Farther: universalists
contend that ' mj^kind will be rendered happy hereafter by
being made alive in Christ, in incorruption,' &c. See
Ely and Thomas' Theo. Dis. p. 236. ' This heavenly
image which we lost, we obtain back again at the resurrec-
tion of the dead.' Univ. Guide, p. 37;—'They will be chil-

dren of God, bearing a moral likeness to him. This will be
the state of all who shall be raided from the dead.' lb. p. 44.
In order to sustain these views of the manner in which man-
kind will be rendered happy hereafter, the text before us
should read, Therefore we both labor and suffer reproach,
because we trust in the living God, who will raise all men
from the dead, especially those that believe. My opponent
says ' it is manifest that all men are not saved now,' and there-
fore they must all be saved in the future state, or ' the Apos-
tle uttered a falsehood.' Now mark it, my hearers; Paul
says God is the Savior of all men, but my opponent says He
is not, but he will be their Savior in the immortal state. I

will leave it with the audience to judge which tells the truth.

If it is decided that Paul did not utter a falsehood, ' it is man-
ifest that' the text in question does not contain the slightest
evidence of the final holiness and happiness of all men.

FOURTH EVENING.

Mr. B. resumed his argument.
The holy Scriptures teach the doctrine of the final holi-

ness and happiness of all men, inasmuch as they teach that
such shall be their condition in the resurrection. See Luke
20:35—38. ''But they which shall be accounted worthy to
obtain that world, and the resurrection from the dead, neith-
er marry nor are given in marriage: neither can they die any
more: for they are equal to the angels; and are the children
of God, being the children of the resurrection. Now that
the dead are raised, even Moses shewed at the bush, when
he calleth the Lord the God of Abraham, and the God of
Isaac, and the God of Jacob. For he is not a God of the
dead; but of the living: for all live unto him." The expres-
sion, " They that shall be accounted worthy," cannot be us-
ed as an argument against the holiness and happiness of any
portion of mankind, because it is affirmed that all are raised;

that they shall be equal unto the angels. It can only be urg-
ed, therefore, as an objection to their resurrection. If it be
admitted, as it must be, that angels, (or, as it is expressed in
the parallel passage in Matt. 22:30, " the angels of God in
heaven,") are holy and happy, then it must be admitted also,

that those who are raised in a condition " equal unto"
3
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thorn, arc holy and happy likewise. There can therefore be
no dispute ahout the holiness and happiness of such as are
raised; and the whole (jiiestion, so far as this passage is con-
cerned, resolves itself simply into this, whether all men are

to be raised from the dead. If, then, I can prove that all

are to be raised, the argument in favor of the final holiness

of all men is conclusive. But why, it may be asked, did our
vSavior say " they that shall be accounted worthy," if all are

to be raised.'' In reply I say that several reasons might be
given why this clause of the text cannot be considered as an
objection to the resurrection of all men. 1st. The phrase in

question is omitted by Matthew in his account of this dis-

course; and can we rationally conclude that he would omit
what was, agreeably to the views of my brother H., the most
important ])art of the account.'* This is quite too much to

assume. 2d. To construe the phrase in question as an ob-
jection to the resurrection of any pari of mankind, is to es-

tablish a direct contradiction between it and what is asserted

in the 3Sth verse of this chapter: " For He is not a God of
the dead, but of the living, for all live nnto him"—and also

to the declaration of Paul in 1 Cor. 15:22: " As in Adam all

die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive." Whatever
this phrase may mean, therefore, it cannot mean that all, or

any part of njankind, shall not be raised from the dead. Let
my brother now show, if he can, why this passage is not con-
clusive in favor of the affirmative of the question.

Mr. H. answered:

—

' The holy Scriptures' do not 'teach the doctrine of the

final holiness and happiness of all men, inasmuch as they'

no where assert that all men will be holy and ha])py 'in the

resurrection.' Lot my o])ponent bring one text which says
that all mankind will be holy and happy in the resurrection,

and his work will be done, for I will then cheerfully embrace
his doctrine. The j)assage in Luke, so much relied on, af-

fords no proof of the correctness of his position, for it says
nothing about a universalist resurrection—the resurrection of
all luvn to a holy and happy state. The Sadducees, who did
not bfdievo in the resurrection, came to Christ with the case
of a woman who had had seven husbands, and wished to know
who^o wife ofthese seven men she should be when the dead were
rai<«*d. This they nodoubt supjiosod would greatly embarrass
him. IJut he obviated tho intendod ditliculty by informing them
thar the marriage relation would not exist at the resurrection,

and then proceedod to prove that all mankind will be raised
from tlio dead. But as the doctrine of endless misery was
bclirvcd at that timo by the .lews, and as they allowed or ad-
Tuittc'l that the just ;md unjust would be raised, (see Acts 24:
ir>,) it is evident that the Sadducees could not understand
Christ to teach that all mankino will be holy and happy in

consequence of the resurrection. If he designed to teach
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universalism in his conversation with the Sadducees, it is

singular that the Evangelists Mark and John did not record

it. IVly opponent has asserted without an) thing like positive

proof, that the expression, « They that shall be accounted
worthy,' can only be urged as an objection to the resurrec-

tion of some portion of mankind. But I meet this assertion

by replying, that it can be urged 'only as an objection to

their' being admitted into the" state denoted by the phrase
* that world,' which is something different from ' the resur-

rection of the dead,' for that phrase is never used in the Bi-

ble to denote the act of reanimating the dead. Farther: Mat-
thew omits much that Luke has recorded of Christ's conver-
sation with the Sadducees, including the phrase, ' equal unto
the angels,' on which my opponent seems mainly to depend
here to make out his case; ' and can we rationally conclude
that he would ifdmit what was, agreeably to the views of my' i^T^

opponent, ' the most important part of the account? This is

quite too much to assume.' The phrase, ' equal unto the

angels,' was used by our Savior to show that those who are

raised from the dead, cannot ' die any more;' but it is used
this evening to show that all mankind will be holy and hap-

py at the resurrection. It is now seen that he has yet to

* show, if he can, why this passage is conclusive in favor of
the affirmative of the question.' And when he attempts this,

let him prove that ALL MEN will ' be accounted worthy to

obtain that world;' let him also prove that they will be holy
and happy in the immortal state. As I have shown the falla-

cy of his reasoning on Luke 20:35—38, I might take my seat.

But as I have consumed only a small portion of my time, I

will show universalists that the same kind of arguments
which their authors and ministers use to prove there is no fu-

ture liell, will prove that this text applies wholly to this state,

and consequently that there is no future existence.

L The term ' resurrection' in the text just discussed, does
not necessarily mean a rising into an immortal state. Rev.
D. D. Smith, a popular umversalist minister, in his discus-

sion with Rev. Adin Ballou, a Restorationist, pp. 22, 23, says—" By consulting the lexicons we find that the Greek word,
translated here [Luke 14:14.] and elsewhere in the New
Testament resurrection, means sometimes, rising from dark-

ness to light or obscurity to eminence. By giving this sense
• to the word, in the passage above, the whole is rendered per-

fectly plain. Christ intended to be understood that in the

course of time, and the order of Providence, those poor peo- «

pie whom they might entertain, would be raised from the ob-

scurity of their condition, and would fully recompense the

favors they might have received in the times of their lowli-

ness. Such is the plain and obvious meaning of this text

which, when properly understood, cannot be considered as

having any reference to that doctrine of future rewards and



punishments wiiit^li i-^ iitld by my friend."" Such is Mr.
Smith's roas(>niii;L( t)ii the j)hra.sc, thou shall be recompensed
at the rcsurreclion of the just,' to prove that the term resur-
rection hero (h)es not reter to the immortal state. Now ap-
ply similar reasoning to the text, ' they that shall be accoun-
ted worthy to obtain that world, and the resurrection from
the dead,' &.c. and it will read, They that shall be accounted
worthy to obtain that age, and be raised from the obscurity of
their present condition, neither marry nor are given in mar-
riage, spiritually. Neither can they go into the obscurity of
their present condition any more: for they are equal unto
the angels of God, being the children of the rising ' from
darkness to light,' ' Such is the ])lain and obvious meaning
of the text which, when properly understood, cannot be con-
sidered as having any reference to' a state beyond death.

Speaking on the j)hrase, 'resurrection of damnation,' Mr. A.
C. Thomas says, Theo. Discussion, p. 186, " The word res-

urrection in the passage in John, affords no proof that the al-

lusion is to a rising into an immortal state—for, asUr. Camp-
bell justly observes, ' this is neither the only, nor the primi-
tive imj)ort of the word—It denotes simply, being raised
from inactivity to action, or from obscurity to eminence, or a
return to such a state, after an interruption.' Note in Mat.
22:23." Here Mr. T. gives Dr. Campbell's views on the
word rendered resurrection in Mat. 22:23, to show that in

John 5:29, it does not necessarily refer to the immortal state.

By taking the same liberty that he takes here, his reasoning
on the phrase ' resurrection of danmation' may be a})plied

to the phrase, ' resurrection from the dead,' in Luke 20:35,
and thus the reasoniniz of Mr. Smith and Mr. Thomas ap-
plied to this text, confines it wholly to this state! ! 2. I am
informed that the term rendered ' world' in the phrase * that
world,' is j)rccisely the same as that wliich is translated
' world' in the jihrase, ' shall not be forgiven him, neither in

this world, neither in the world to come.' See Mat. 12:32.
On this passage, Mr. Balfour says, 2d Inquiry, p. 292, * It

seems then a very obvious case, that when it is said the sin
against the Holy Spirit shall not be forgiven in this world
nor in the xccTrld to come, there is no reference to a state af-

ter death. It sim[)ly means, it should not be forgiven while
the Jewish age or dispensation continued, nor under the age
of the Messiah, which was then about to coimnence.' Mr.
Whittemore, in his Guide, pj). 100, 101, testifies to the same
thing. He says, "The language used by Matthew is, 'shall
not be forgiven, neither in this world, nor the world to come.'
But it is very certain, that Matthew was not speaking of the
mortal and immortal states of being, wlien he spoke of this
world and the world to come. No, he had no reference to

the inunortal state of being in any way.'—" ' Shall not be
forgiven, neither in this world,' or age\ which ended when
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the gospel age began; 'neither in the world,' or age, 'to
come,' that is, the age which succeeded it. Let us not be
wise above what is written. Let us be willing to stop where
tlie Bible stops." 1 might make many similar quotations
from universalist writers, to prove that the terms world, and
world to come, which seem to besynonymous with the term
'that world' in Luke 20:35, do not in Bible meaning, refer
to a state jifter death. But the testimony of these two wit-
nesses against the future reference of the phrase, ' that
world,' establishes the fact by universalist reasoning, that the
text under consideration never ought to be applied to the
immortal state, as it means only the age of the Messiah.

3. We will now hear Mr. Balfour's testimony in relation
to this matter. In his 2d Inquiry, p. 311, he writes, "In
Luke 20:34—36, we have this loorld 2inA that loorld men-
tioned, or, this age and that age or state. But as it requires
no particular consideration, it is unnecessary to transcribe it.

I would only remark, that aionos here cannot mean endless
duration or forever. It would not do to say the children of
this forever marry, and the children of that forever do not
marry." Here we are told that the terms, ' this ivorld^ and
' that icorld,^ mentioned in the text, are synonymous with
' this age and that age or state'—that the term ' aionos,^ ren-
dered world in these phrases, 'CANNOT mean end-
less DURATION.' According to what Mr. B. here testi-

fies, the passage relates to this state only, unless he supposes
that the immortal state is not endless! It is now seen, accord-
ing to the evidence adduced from the writings of Messrs.
Smith, Thomas, Whittemore, and Balfour, that the text quo-
ted with so much confidence by my opponent, to prove the
final holiness and happiness of all men, relates to nothing
hereafter. Therefore he has entirely failed of his object by
assuming the future reference of a text which universalist
logic easily confines to this mode of existence. And as this

is one of the strongest of the proof texts of universalists, the
future reference of all the rest can be disproved as easily

as I have done it in this case. Hence my statement that the
same kind of arguments which universalists use to show that
thereisno future hell, will prove there is no future heaven—no
future existence, is now fully sustained as far as the meaning
of one of the most important texts in the Bible is concern-
ed.

The audience may now see that universalists, to be consis-
tent with their arguments against future punishment, ought
strenuously to oppose the doctrine of man's future exis-

tence.

Rejoinder. My brother H. has much to say about read-
ing and quoting universalist authors. But if what he has
given us is to be regarded as a specimen of his knowledge
of those authors, I must say I pity him. It is quite evident,

2*
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from the manner in uhicli lie treats the authors whom he at-

tempts to quote, that he cither docs not understand their

meaning, or else he is guilty of perverting them. And from
somereniarks of his, I conclude that he treats his Bible much
in the same manner. Had he taken the trouble to consult Mark
12:25, he would hardly have ventured the assertion that Mark
took no notice of the resurrection spoken of in Luke. Mr.
Balfour was written to respecting his views of the passage

in Luke, and the following letter from him, which was sub-

sequently introduced in the discussion, will be a sufficient re-

ply to the remarks founded upon the passage quoted from
the second Incjuiry;

** CharlestowNj May 6, 1841.
" Br. Bui.keley—Yours of April 30, favored by brother

Steavens, I received when al)out to go into the country. I

have returned, and shall now give you my views of Luke
20:34

—

36, in compliance with your request. As my health

does not allow of my writingmuch,! shall study brevity in my
remarks.
" In these verses, the phrases, * this icorW and ^ that world?

occur, and express two states which are set in contrast.

There is no dispute about the phrase ' this world;' for its be-
ing said, ' the children of this world marry and are given in

marriage,' shows what state is meant. The question is,

what world is meant by ' that world,^ which is in contrast

with ' this loorld.^ The words immediately added, * and the

resurrection from the dead,' seem to explain this: * that

world' and ' the resurrection from the dead,' express the same
thing; the last phrase is an amplification or explanation of
the first; the word kai, rendered and, which connects the two
phrases, ought to be rendered even, as it is in many other
places, and the words stand thus— ' The children of this

world marry and are given in marriage. But they which
shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world, even the res-

urrection from the dead, neither marry nor are given in

marriage," etc. The difficulty is supposed to be in the words
' shall be accounted worthy.' It is concluded, some, yea,
many, shall not be accounted worthy to obtain ' that world,'
or ' the resurrection from the dead.' But admit this conclusion,
and it follows that some, yea, many, arc to be annihilated, or
not raised from the dead at all. But this view is not in uni-

son with the doctrine of endless punishment. The whole
ditViculty arising from the phrase, ' shall be accounted wor-
thy,' proceeds from overlooking the nature and extent of the
contrast, stated in the passage and its context. * This world'
and ' that world,' or, as some render it, ' this state' and ' that
state,' and ' this life' and 'that life,' are not only set in con-
trast, but also the persons and their conditions are contras-
ted. The children of ' this world,' verse 34, are contrasted
with *the children of God-^the children of the resurrection,'
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verse 36. Besides, the children of ' this world,' marrying
and bein^ given in marriage^ are contrasted with the chil-

dren of ' that world,' who * neither marry nor are given in
^narriage.^ Keeping this contrast in view, let us now see
how it bears on the words * shall be accounted worthy,' where
it is supposed an insurmountable difficulty lies. It is evident
that the Sadducees denied that there was to be any resurrec-
tion; but with a view to perplex our Lord, they assumed it

as true, and reasoning on the principle of analogy, concluded
the resurrection state was to be similar to the present state.

They introduced a woman who had been married to seven
liusbands, and the point of their argument was, whose wife
she should be in the resurrection state. But our Savior told
them they erred; and did not admit of analogical reasoning
from the present to the future state. On the contrary he
told them, ' the children of this world marry and are given
in marriage; but they which should be accounted worthy to

obtain that v/orld, even the resurrection from the dead, nei-
ther marry nor are given in marriage.' The contrast is be-
tween this world and the resurrection state., and their condi-
tions in these two states. But the difFiculty in the passage is

created by overlooking this contrast and introducing one be-
tween two classes of persons in ' that world,' or ' the resur-
rection state,' a contrast which is not supported by the text

or context. All admitted, that it was accounted worthy, fit,

and honorable, to marry and be given in marriage in ^ this

world,' for this was for the good of mankind, and necessary
for the continuance of our race. But nothing of this kind
can be needed, or counted worthy, in -' that world,' or ' the
resurrection state,' for these persons do not ^dic any more,
%)ut are as the angels of God in heaven.'

" Every candid man will admit, that the contrast stated in

verses34, 35, isbetween persons inthisstate and the resurrection

state; and I think a candid man oughtalso to admit, that if he
makes a distinction and a contrast amongpersons in the resurrec-

tion state, he is bound to show how this is provedfrom the passage
in question. If he says the words, ' shall be accounted worthy,'
imply this, I reply, he overlooks the contrast made in the

context, and such a conclusion cannot be admitted, un-
til he shows that a distinction and contrast ie taught in it be-

tween worthy and unworthy persons in the resurrection state.

But who will undertake to do this? I may add, such as un-
dertake to do this, ought also to point out what any persons
have done, or can do, to render themselves worthy to obtain

the resurrection state, which others have left undone. All

are, then, the children of God—why? because they were
much better than many in this world.? No, but * being chil-

dren of the resurrection.' Such are my views, and believe

uie to be ^' Yours, truly,

W. BALFOUR."



Mr. H. Replied:—
As my opponent charges me \vith not understanding the

meaning of the universalist authors that I have quoted, or

else I am ' guilty of i)erverting them;' and us he has not

brought a particle of proof of his ungentlemanly charge, ' I

must'^say 1 pity him.' Does he make charges which he can-

not \no\'C in order to maintain a cause which the Bible does

not sustain? Notwithstanding the unkind manner in which

he aUudes to my error in stating that Mark did not speak of

the resurrection mentioned in Luke 20:34—36, I thank him
for correcting me. He has introduced a letter just received

from Mr. Balfour, and read enough from it to show that that

famous author has changed 'his views of the passage in Luke'
since be ])ublished his 2d Inquiry. In that work, he virtual-

ly stated that the term ^Ihal loorld,^ {aionos] ' cannot mean
endless duration.' But in his letter he makes the term equiv-

alent 'to the resurrection of the dead.' 'the resurrection

state,^ Slc. which of course implies endless duration. I now
take this opportunity to caution the audience to be very care-

ful how they receive the opinions of a man who has entirely

changed his views of the meaning of one of the most impor-

tant portions of the word of God. His present views of the

reference of the phrase, that ivorld, are, no doubt, agreeable

to the Bible. But they are utterly unreconcilable with what
he has written at length on the meaning of the terms ' world,'

and ' that world,' in his second inquiry, the reading of which
almost compels one to think he secretly intended to confine

the whole of man's happiness to this existence, as his first

Inquiry and part of his second, are open efforts So confine all

punishment and misery to this life f Both of these works
may be used as successfully against the interpretations which
universalists give many texts in the Bible, as they now use
the writings of AV"hitby, Lightfoot, Campbell, &,c., against

the Scripture interpretations of their opponents.
As Mr. Bulkeley has published in this discussion a Tetter

from Mr. Balfour, from which he read only a short extract or

two when it was ' introduced,' I shall reply to it here. The
reader will therefore see tliat the following remarks, which
were not made during the controversy, no more belong to the

debate than tlie letter does to wiiich tliey are a reply. The
contents of Mr. Balfour's letter consist of a futile attempt
to sustain tine assumption that " ' that world' and ^ the resur-

rection from the dead/ express the same thing." To this

assertion I reply:

—

1. In language somewhat similar to his on t Pet. 5:8;

—

' Not one instance can I find where the* term ' world' is used
in the Bible to denote? the resurrection from the dead. If it

' is so in this passage, [Luke, 20:34—36] it is a solitary in-

stance, which is presumptive evidence that it was not the'

Savior's 'meaning.' See 2d Inq. p. 121. Scriptural use.
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even according to his own showing, is positively against such
an application of the term here rendered world, ' Let this

be remembered.'
2. He published to the world fifteen yeai's ago, as I have

shown before, that this term in Luke *^ cannot mean endless
duration,' and consequently it cannot mean a resurrection
state. And unless he is certain that his opinion is entitled to

more consideration now than it was then, his present exposi-
tion is, to say the least, extremely doubtful.

3. His criticism on the word kai, rendered and by our
translators, which makes the text read, * they that shall be
accounted worthy to obtain that world, even the resurrection
from the dead,' cannot, I think, be sustained. In order to

test its correctness, I will try it on Heb. 6:2—* Resurrection
of the dead, even eternal judgment.' It seems to me that it

is just as consistent and scriptural, to make the * resurrection

of the dead' synonymous with eternal judgment, as it is

to make the term ' that w odd' mean the resurrection of the
dead.

4. Restorationists, who, it is said by Mr. Whittemore, are

universalists, are against Mr. Balfour's views of the passage in

Luke. Dr. Chauncey, in his Salvation of All Men, London, 1784,

p. 390, says—" He [Christ] connects the 5«Zyafzo« of the right-

eous with the damnation of the wicked^ in })oint of time, so

does he their resurrection in that observable passage, John
3:28, 29, ' The hour is coming, in the which all that are in

their graves shall hear his voice, and shall come forth: They
that have done good, to the resurrection of life, and they

that have done evil, to the resurrection of damnation.^ It

appears then, upon the whole, that, at the end of the world,

or the second coming of Christ, the ivieked, as well as the

righteous, shall be raisedfrom the dead.^' In the same work,
p. 376, ho paraphrases Rev. 20:12, thus—" I then beheld in

my vision the dead raised, both high and low, young and old,

and they stood before the throne of God, and were judged in

a most fair and equal manner, according to their works^
whether they had been good or evil. And that this retribu-

tion might be absolutely universal, taking in the whole race

of men, the dead, without distinction or limitation, were rais-

ed again to life, whether they died and were buried in the

sea, or whether they died on the land and were buried in the

grave; all in the invisible state of the dead were brought to

life, and judged according to their works. ^^ These quota-

tions from Dr. Chauncey, show that he considered that there

will be a distinction among persons in the resurrection state,

—that some will be raised to life, and others to damnation.

Thus it is seen that the doctrine of the punishment of the

wicked at the resurrection, is so evident from the Bible, that

Dr. Chauncey openly avows it, as Restorationists generally

dol Hence. ' according to the opinion of by far the largest
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portion of univcrsalists in Christendom, Luke 20:34—36,

afVoras no proof whatever of the final holiness and happiness

of all men ! !

5. I cannot learn that any commentator or lexicographer,

has ever considered that tiie term, ' that world,' means the

resurrection of the dead. Therefore Mr. Balfour is as much
opposed to ' the learned world' in relation to the n)eaning: of

the term in ciucstion, as he is to the Bible and the largest and

most intcHi«rent portion of his own sect. Consequently his

* views' on tiiis sul)ject are unauthorised and unscriptural.

6. The term resurreciion state, used by Mr. Balfour, is' not

found in the Bible.' Hence according to his own reasoning

against an eternal hell, this ' language is coined at the mint

oif modern divinity,' and may do very well to increase ' a sect,

but this is a very different 'thing from making men Chris-

tians.'

7. He thinks that if one * makes a distinction and a

contrast among ])crsons in the resurrection state, he is bound
to show how this is proved from the passage in question.'

To this I reply, that if he admits that those who are raised

from the dead* will dwell in heaven, ' I think he is bound to

show how this is ])roved from the passage before us. He
should remember that there is no njore said here, nor yet in

the loth chapter of 1st Corinthians, about dwelling with the

Lord, than there is about a distinction among those who are

raised. Therefore I am no more bound to prove this distinc-

tion from the text, than he is to prove from it the future res-

idence of all men in heaven.
8. As Cin-ist plainly intimates that some ' shall be accounted

worthy to obtainthatVorld,' which Mr. Balfournovv admits is

in the future state, as he says some shall walk [not are walk-
ing] with him ' in white: for they are worthy,' (see

Rev. 3:4, 5;) as he has never said that all men shall be ac-

counted worthy to obtain a state of happiness after the res-

urrection; as I have shown that the term, ' that world' does
not mean the resurrection of the dead; and as I hav'c never
supjiosed mankind will be raised from the dead on account
of their worthiness, I am under no obligation ' to point out
what any persons have done, or can do, to render themselves
worthy to obtain the' heavenly toor/</, ' which others have
left undone.' According to Mr. B.*s views, the words ' ac-
counted worthy,' have no meaning, and thus he charges
Christ with folly in uttering themf But if he will read
John 5:29, he will see that those who ' have done good' will

be accounted loorthy to come forth ' to the resurrection of
life.'

9. I have alreadv stated that the Scriptural use of the orig-
inal word rendered 'world* in the text under discussion, ac-
coidini: to Mr. B.''^ own showimi, does not allow him to ap-
ply this text to a future state. On Mat. 24:3j he remarks,
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^' The Greek phrase here for ' the end of the World, ^ is siiii^

teleia tou aionos. Dr. Campbell renders it ' the conclusion

of this state;' and Wakefield and Macknight, the end of the

age,' " which view of the expression, Mr. B. says is ' correct.'

He soon adds, ' But if it means age, it ought to be under-
stood so in other places, unless good reasons can be offered

why it ought to be differently understood.' 2d Inq. pp. 274
—5. On the phrase world to come, which seems to mean the

same thing as ' that world,' which, in Luke 20:34—^36, he now
applies to a future state, he quotes several orthodox wri-
ters with approval, and says, ' they establish beyond all con-
tradiction, that the phrase world to come, does not mean the

future eternal state of existence after death, but the age of
the Messiah.' On Eph. 1 :21, « not only in this world, but al-

so in that to come,' expressions which seem to be of precise-

ly the same meaning as ' this world' and ' that world' in Luke,
he gives Wakefield's rendering of the text, which is as fol-

lows; ^ not only in this but in the future age.' And this future

age, we have just seen, does not mean the future eternal

state of existence after death. The passage in Matt. 12:32,
' it shall not be forgiven him, neither in this world, neither

in the world to come,' is, as I have before shown, applied by
Mr. B. to ' the Jewish age,'' and ' the age of the Messiah,' in

this state of existence ! See 2d Inq. pp. 290—292. Now
till he offers * good reasons why' the term that world in Luke
20:35, should be understood as referring to the ' eternal state

of existence after death,' he destroys either his reputation as

a critic, or his candor. Hence it seems, that, in order to sus-

tain a favorite system, Mr. B. has inconsiderately overthrown
his criticisms on the word rendered world; and thus he must
admit either that the Pharisees shall not be forgiven in the

future state, or that the term ' that world,' in Luke, refers

only to this state ! !

10. I will now show by the same kind of reasoning which
he uses to prove there is no future judgment, that he ought
not to believe in a future resurrection. This will show that

he was more consistent when he asserted that the terms this

world and that world, 'cannot mean endless duration,' than
he is now in saying that the term that world, means the res-

urrection state. The following are the arguments to which
I allude—Let us now consider, whatlCoroaster says shall

take place at the end of the world, and compare it with the

creed of most Christians. He says—' then there shall be a

general resurrection.' This he could not learn from the Old
Testament, for it does not teach such a doctrine, and when
he made his creed, the New was not in existence. The
phrase ' general resurrection,' used by him, is that now used
by Christians, and in the same sense as he used it. But I

ask, how Toroaster could learn either this sentiment or its

phraseology from the Old Testament? If he did, intelligent
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and loarned orthodox men have erred greatly in admitting
that this doctrine is not tau<(ht at all, or at least very doubt-
fully in the OKI Testament. Brethren, from what divine
source did tiiisarch impostor learn this article of his creed?
Was it from tlie Old Testament? if this book contains it,

then you can find it there as well as Toroaster, and I call on
you to prove it from this source. Did he learn it from God,
when he pretended God spoke to him out of the midst of
the tire? This cannot be atfirmed unless you admit him to

be a true prophet of the Lord, which we know he was not.

It iriust he admitted that he invented this article of his creed,
or it nmst be proved that he derived it from the Old Testa-
ment, or by s])ecial revelation from God. If he invented the
doctrine of a general resurrection, then he was the author of
one of the principal articles of your creeds. It will not do
to say that this doctrine was derived from the New Testa-
ment, for on this supposition Christ had not the honor of first

revealing it to the world. If this article is found in that
book, Jesus Christ and his apostles were indebted to this im-
postor for inventing it. Should you say, that they derived
this article from God by immediate revelation, permit me
then to ask, who revealed it to Toroaster six hundred years
before the Christian era? Did God reveal it to him? If he
did, why not allow him to have been a true prophet of the
Lord? And why not frankly own, that Christ and his apos-
tles did not first reveal this article of faith to the world, but
that God first revealed it through his great prophet Toroas-
ter? Let those then, who contend for this doctrine, consider
its origin; for to build their faith on the New Testament as
its source, is worse than the Old; for it makes the writers
not rcvealers of a new doctrine, nor teaching one before re-
vealed in the Old Testament, but adoi)ting a sentiment and
language, which originated in the Magian creed, was trans-
mitted by the great impostor Toroaster, and through the
AjxK-ryjdial writers to Christ and his apostles, and from them
to all Christians, ever since. The preceding reasoning,
mostly in Mr. Balfour's own language, is abridged from his
2d In(i. pp. 73—9-2, where the reader can find much more of
the same kind of logic, which is just as conclusive against a
' g(!iieral resurrection' as it is against a genera! judgment.'
But the argmnents that I have here introduced, show con-
clii-<iv('ly that he could very easily make it appear, in his pe-
culiar way, that Luke 20:34—36', has no reference to a future
state if jiny thing relating to punishment was connected with
it! It also shows how little importance should be attached to
his criticisms—that his reasoning is well calculated to make
infidels. I have written at this length in reply to his letter not
because itrccjuirt's so much to show the lallacy of his argu-
monts; but to show how inconsistent he is with himself, and
how easily his own reasoning may be made to confine the
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whole of man's existence to tliis life. I do this with the hope
of releasing from their embarrassment, some who ma}' be en-
tangled with universalist arguments against future punish-
ment.
My 'view' of the meaning of the text before us is simply

this—By the remark, 'they that shall be accoLiuted worthy to

obtain that world, andjhe resurrection of the dead,' our Sa-
vior meant, they that shall be accounted worthy to obtain

that world at the resurrection of the dead, Sec. This is the

only view which makes good sense of the phrase, they that

shall be accounted worthy. What I have said on this subject

shows that one of the mo-;t important texts used by univer-
salists, is grossly perverted whenever it is quoted to prove
their doctrine, if their reasoning on future punishnientis con-
clusive. I will only add, thatlf Mr. Balfour, or any of his

friends, will select a text which they think proves the doctrine

of the general resurrection, I will show by his own reasoning
on other subjects, that the passage is not future in its refer-

ence.

FIFTH EVENI^-G.

Mr B. continued:

—

The holy Scriptures teach the final holiness and happiness
of all men, inasmuch as they teach that all evil and the au-
thor of evil shall be destroyed. Tt will be borne in mind,
that the endless existence of mankind is not a pointin dispute

between us. Their immortality is conceded at the outset

and the question in debate is, what is to be their condition in

the immortal state. If, then, I prove the destruction of all

that is adverse to their holiness and happiness, the inference

is plain, that all will be holy and happy. All evils that can
fairly be alledged to exist as obstacles to the holiness and hap-
piness of the entire race of mankind, may be comprehended
under the four following heads—The Devil—Sin—Hell, and
Death.

1st. The destruction of the devil is taught in the very be-
ginning of Revelation. See Gen. 3:15. We there find that

no sooner had man transgressed the law first given, and ren-
dered himself obnoxious to the divine denunciation, " In the

day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die'," than God
gave him this assurance of ultimate and complete triumph
over the tempter. The " seed of the woman," by the con-
sent of all commentators, refers to Christ; and this is regard-

ed by Christians of all denominations as the first promise of
a Savior. The plain import of the promise is, that Christ,

"the seed of the woman," shall destroy the tem[)ter, as signi-

fied by bruising the serpent's head. It matters not in our,

present argument, whether we regard this serpent or tempter
as a literal, personal being, who was once an angel of light,

but in consequence of pride and rebellion was hurled from

4



his seat of purity an-l hliss nhovr, down to our eartli, to de-

ceive and tonneut iIk; nations; or whether we regard it, in

what we conreive to l»o tlie nioro rational view of the sub-

ject, as a personifieation of the prince of evil. In either vie^v

of the case, the arfiuinent from this |)romise is conclusive, as

to the fact of his ultimate destruction. No stronger term, it

appears to us, could have been made use of to denote this

truth, than that of bruising the serpent's head. If there

couhl be a doubt concerning the meaning of this figure, it

would be removed at once l)y the testimony of the Apostle,

Heb. 2:14—" For as inuch then as the children are partakers

of flesh and blood, he also himself took part of the same;
that thromrh death he might destroy him tliat had the power
of death, that is, the devil." Where now is Br. Hutchins'

God.' He told us, you will recollect, in his first re})ly, that

if we proved there was no devil, he \vould prove there is no

God. Alas! for the God that he adores, when Christ shail

have accomplished the destruction of the devil.

2d. We might reasonably infer the destruction of sin, from
the destruction of the author of it; as when the cause is de-

stroyed, the effect must cease, of course. But to remove all

doubts on this matter the following passages are deemed suf-

ficient for any candid mind: 1 John, 3:8. Heb. 9:26. John
1 :29.

3d. The destruction of hell is declared in Hosea 13:14—"I
will ransom them from tiio j)owerof the grave; I will redeem
them from death: O death, I will be thy j)lagues; O grave, I

will be thy destruction: repentance shall be hid from iiiine

eyes." Let it be remembered that the original word transla-

ted " grave" in this passage, is the same that is translated
" hell" in Psalms, 9:17, and in every instance where the

word hell occurs in the Old Testament. Also, see Rev. 20:

13, 14—" And death and hell delivered up the dead which
were in them. And death and hell were cast into the lake of

fire." Where now is brother Hutchins' heaven."^ He has
told us, you will recollect, and it appears to be one of his

stronirest arguments—that if we will prove there is no hell,

he will j)rove there is no heaven. And as he seems to place
great stress upon this, and has seen fit to repeat it several

times, it may be pro])er to digress a little, for the purpose of
examining it nuire fully.

To bring this objection to the test at once, let me ask, Was
there ever a time, when God and heaven did not exist.'' The
answer must be, No. Was there ever a time, when a devil

and a hell did not exist.'' The answer must be, Yes. Then
a God and heaven have existed without a devil and a hell

—and the conclusion is, that a God and heaven may exist

wirliont a devil and a hell. We <lo not, as this objection in-

timates, deny the existence of a devil and a hell; on the con-
trarv we admit the existence of both, but contend for their
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fiiial and eternal' destruction,- as has been proved by the pas-
sages before quoted.

4th. The destruction of death is explicitly declared by the
Apostle, in 1 Cor. 15:26—"The last enemy shall be destro}^-

eel, death." In quoting this passage, I have left out the-

words supplied by the translators, as not necessary to ex-
press the true meaning of the passage. In this I am justified

by the example of the orthodox commentator Dr. Macknight-
who translates it thus, "' The last enemy, death, shall be de-
stroyed." An improved version of the Scriptures, published
in London some years since, has it thus, " death, the last ene-
my, shall be destroyed." Taken in either form, the text con-
tains these two propositions—Ist, Death is the last enemy,-
2d, The last enemy shall be destroyed—both of which are
susceptible of the clearest and most abundant proof. Indeed,
they need no proof, for they stand as the solemn and uncon-
tradicted declaration of God's holy word; and none can con-
isislently question the truth of eith(!r, but the sceptic, and the
atheist. Grant me but this one truth, that the last enemy
sbcill be destroyed, and with this single lever, I will overturn
evevy system of partialism that ever existed beneath the sun.
It is perfectly idle, futile, anfl vain, in the light of this prof)-
osition, to talk about " eternal death," an " immortal devil,

"

or " an endless hell"—for though there were ten thousand
deaths mentioiied in the Scriptures—^as many devils—as ma-
ny hells—it must be entirely obvious to every mind not lost;

to sense and reason, that not one of them can survive for a
moment the destruction of the last enemy. What, then, I

solemnly ask, in view of the fact that all these—the devil-

sin, hell, and death—yea, the last enemy, including of course
every thing that in its nature is opposed to God and holiness,

shall be destroyed, can prevent the final holiness and happi-
ness or all mankind.'^
Mr. H. replied:—
The argument to w^hich you have just listened,, is nothing'

more than an 'inference^' drawn from the fact that the Devil,

Sin, Hell, and Death are to be destroyed.. And this inferen-
tial argument is based on the assumption that to destroy, is to

annihilate.

1. My opponent takes the position that the devil, who he
calls the 'serpent or tempter,' is ' a personification of the

prince of evil.' This is the only view he can well take of
the subject; for if this tempter was once ' an angel of light,'

and if to destroy is to annihilate, it fijllows either that this

angel was not immortal,, or that an immortal being will be
annihilated. His remarks seem to imply that the serpent
mentioned in Gen. 3:1, 4, 15, is only evil personified. What,
or who does he suppose is 'the prince of evil.^' I would al-

so inquire, in nearly Mr. Thomas' language to Dr. El\',

Wkat authority has he for supposing that one part of this-
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chapter is /Iirii'*«^n'(' and the other literal? If the serpent

is to be uiulci-stooi\fiii:urah'vely, the beasts, fowls, &.c. must al-

so be uiulerstood fiirurativcly. Where, then, is his argument?
See Theo. Dis. p. 1-27. Let him remember, that, before his

argument can be considered conclusive, he must prove that

to destroy means to annihilate, and then he may quote Heb.
2:M, to some purpose. I readily admit, however, that the

devil and his works, hades, and death, will l)e destroyed in

some sense, but that their destruction injplies the final holi-

ness and ha]>piness of all men, remains to be proved by some-
thing more than inferences and assumptions.

2. John 1 :-29, and Heb. 9:iG, will avail my opponent noth-
ing till he proves that Christ will take away, and ' put av/ay

sin,' even the sins of all who die in rebellion, in the immor-
tal state. \nd when he shows that the sins of mankind con-
stitute ' the works of the devil,' he may (juote 1 John 3:8, to

some purpose, if he can make it plain that men are condenin-
ed for the devil's works,

3. According to what Mr. Balfour savs in his 1st. Inquiry
on Hos. 13:14, Psa. 9:17, and Rev. i20:13, 14, these text<, and
all others ' where the word hell occurs in the Old Testaiue'.it,'

allude to nothing more than the grave or the place of the
dead. And this my opponent seems to admit. These pas-
sages, then, can refer to nothing more than the destruction of
natural death and the gr;ivc, at the resurrection. Hence, as
these do not make mankind unholy and uiduippy, their de-
struction has nothing to do with the final holiness and hap-
piness of all men, and the argument based on the destruction
of hell, has no bearing on this subject. The only way these
texts can be made to sustain universalism, is, to prove that

the act of raising men from the dead, renders them holy and
happy, which cannot be done. I might easily show by uni-
versalist logic, that not one of tiie texts quoted by my oppo-
nent to prove the destruction of hell, refers to the immortaJ
state. But the present state of the ijucstion makes it unnec-
essary. As I have never intimated that the existence of God
\n<\ heaven ilepends on the existence of the devil and hell,

why tlocs my opponent reply to an argument which I never
used? Till he proves that heaven means a place of future
bliss, while hell does not mean a place of future misery, he
entirely evades my statement and misrepresents my argu-
ment, in all he says on this subject.

4. Let us see if ' the destruction of death' necessarily im-
plies the final holiness and happiness of all men. As this

appears to be n)y ojjponent's strongest argument, I shall ]>ay

considerable attention to it. I admit his rendering of the
passage, ' The last enemy shall be destroyed, death;' and
he nnist admit from the coimection in which the text stands,
Uiat natural death only is intended bv the apostle. That the
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destruction of death does not secure the ultimate iiappiness
of all men may be seen by considering

—

1. That hades and death mentioned in Hos. 13:14, are the
same as those named in 1 Cor. 15:54. 55, and Rev. 20:13,14.
This must be admitted, or else it must be proved that one
death and one hades have been already cast into the lake of
fire, while another death and another hades remain to be de-
stroyed at the immortal resurrection, a work which I think
will not be undertaken. If they are now destroyed, their de--

struction has nothing to do with the subject before us. Nor
will their destruction at the end of time secure the final ho-
liness and happiness of all men, for the wicked are to be cast
into the lake of five with them. See Rev. 20:13—15, and 21

:

8. To say that they shall ever come out of this state, is to

be wise above what is written, which Messrs. Balfour, Whit-
temore, and others,- positively condemn in their reasoning on
other subjects.

2. The apostle simply labors in 1 Cor. 15th chapter, to

prove that there will be a resurrection. It had been asserted
^ that there is no' resurrection of the dead.' Sec v. 12, This^
assertion he controverts throughout the chapter.

3. Not a word is here said about the final holiness and haj)-

piness of all men.
4". That the dead are to be raised immortal, accord in <^ to

verses 53,54, afibrds no proof of universalism,- For in Rom.
2:7, we learn that immortality is something to be sought for

in order to obtain eternal life.

5. Nor does the phrase, 'we shall bare the image of the
heavenly,' verse 49, imply their holiness. It is said in James
3^9, that men ^ are made after the siniilUude of God.' In
what sense they are thus ' made,' we are not told; but that
it is in a sense that constitutes them holy and happy, we have
no evidence. Nor can we know that their bearing the im-
age of the heavenly at the resurrection,will make them ho-
ly and happy. Nor yet is it asserted by Paul, that the wick-
ed will bear this image.

6. The conclusion of the chapter shows that he did not
argue the doctrine of universalism. For from what he had
said, he exhorted his brethren to always abound in the woik
of the Lord, as they knew their labor was not in vain. This
implies that they would be rewarded at the resurrection. But
had he labored to prove the unconditional salvation of all

men, he would have concluded the chapter thus—Therefore
rejoice with joy unspeakable and full of glory, forasmuch as
ye know that all mankind will be raised holy and happy.

7". Natural death is called the last enemy; but as sin and
guilt exist here independent of death, they may on the same
principle, exist after that is destroyed. As the existence of
sin and misery does not depend on death, it cannot be proved
that its destruction will put an end to condemnation.
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uiidcr Ciirist's feet. 1 Cor. 15:-25. In the next verse it is

sai<i that death the last enemy,—one of those just mention-

ed—shall be destroyed; and the following verse says, For he
hath [will, say universalists] put all things under his feet^

Hence as all enemies are to be put under him, death, being

one of them, must be included. To ])ut under Christ's feet

in the universalist sense of the term, is to subdue to his gov-
ernment. On this supposition it follows that hades, the

devil, sin anH death, arc to become the subjects of Christ's

government. But as death is to be ]>ut unclcr his feet, xoith

all other enemies, it follows that this act will not make any of
them holy and happy.

9. iSIaik it, my hearers, death is to be destroyed before the

end comes. Then cometli the end, when he shall have de-

livered up the kingdom to God, even tlic Father; when he
shall have put down all rule, and all authority and power,
see v. 24. Universalists have written much to prove that ' the

end' came when Jerusalem was destroyed; and, according to

their reasoning, the last enemy, death, was destroyed 1800
years ago. But aside from this univcrsaiist so])histry, let il

be remembered, that, after all things, including death of
course, are put down by Christ, he will give up the kingdom
to the Father, and God will be all in all. This is to be done
at the resurrection, after which natural death cannot ex-

ist.

10. In John 5:29, Acts 24:15, and Heb. 6:2, we learn that

the Avioked are to be raised to a state of condemnation. The
original word in these texts translated '' resurrection,' and
' resurrection of the dead,' ' is the same that is translated' res-

urrection of the dead in the 15th chapter of 1 Corinthians.

Thus we see that after Christ ])uts down all rule, authority,

and power, the wicked are to be raised to danmation, and
eternal judgment is to take place; and this too after the de-
struction ot hades, the devil, his works, and death, the last

enemy. Where now is my opponent's argument for the final

holiness and happiness of all men, which he so confidently

based on the destruction of death? If he turns Restoration-

ist and admits that there may be limited i)unishment after the

resurrection, lie abandons his argument drawn from the de-
struction of the last enemy; and if he denies the future ref-

erence of John 5:29, Acts 24:15, and Heb. 6:2, I shall also

deny the future referenf'e of the 15th chapter of 1 Corin-
thians, which INTr. Whittcmore says is the Magna Charta,

or great charter of universalism. And I can prove that this

cliai)ter relates only to this existence by the same kind of rea-

soning that will i)rove there is no future judgment. 'Let
this be remembered.' ' What then, 1 solemnly ask, in view
op these facts, is there in the destruction of death, to insure
* the final holiness and happiness of all mankind.'" I will on-
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.} add "that should I be called on to prove the Fa ture refer-
ence of the phrase, ' resurrection of the dead, and eternal
judgment,' I should say, that, as universalists reason on the
resurrection where it is connected with punishment, I could
not do it. But I would then show by their logic that every
text in the Bible which mentions the resurrection, may be
confined to this state; and this \yould show that the reason-
ing of universalists carried out, leads just where I have al-

ways told them it does,—to the doctrine of no future exis-
tence. What an awful responsibility those assume who la-

bor so hard to make it appear that men cannot commit sin
enough to peril their immortal interests, and how alarming
is the state of those, who, through this belief, neglect to seek
the Lord while he may be found. For worlds I would not
take the place of either. May God open the eyes of those
who are deceived with hopes not sanctioned by His word.
As universalism claims this sanction, I consider it more dan-
gerous than open Infidelitj^ This claims reason only, for its

support, but that appeals to the Bible, while both entirely
fail to retorm the vicious. Infidelity makes reason sa}',

there is no future danger for the sinner, and amiv'ersalisni

makes the Bible say the same thing. The former makes
crrime either the work of chance, or something that God does
not regard: but universalism says, that, notwithstanding God
forbids men to sin, and punishes the disobedient, yet the
darkest crimes are in accordance with his will and purpose!
Hence this doctrine is more calculated to make men secure
in sin than Infidelity is.

Mr. B. replied;
The holy scriptures teach the doctrine of tlie final holi-

ness and happiness of all men, inasmuch as this is a legiti-

mate conclusion from the promises therein contained. See
Genesis 12:3; 22:18; and xicts 3:25. *' And I v/Hl bless them
that bless thee, and curse him that curseth thee; and in thee
shall ail families of the earth be blessed." '^ And in thy seed
shall all the nations of the earth be blessed; because thou
hast obe3"ed my voice." " Ye are the children of the proph-
ets, and of the covenant which God made with our {fathers,

saying unto Abraham, And in thy seed siiall all the kindreds
of the earth be blessed." That this promise h absolutely
universal, is evident from the terms in which it is conveyed.
Had only the original expression, *' In thee shall all the na-
tions of the earth be blessed," been used, we should then
have thought it universal; as it seems evident to us, that the
phrase, '* all the nations of the earth,'' must include the
whole human family. But then my brother H. might have
said. True, the promise speaks of all the nations of the
earth; but parts of nations, as families and individuals, may
be excepted, and still the promise remain good to all to whom
dt was given. Or had only the expression " all the families
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of tht; enrtli" been used, he might have objected on the

irrouiul thdt to bless some of the funiilies would be a fulfill-

inent of the ]>roniise. But as if the Holy Spirit had foieseen

the spirit of caviling that would exist in the world, and de-

signed to guartl against its seducing influence in the strong-

est manneV, another expression, if possible, still more une-

quivocal ihati tln> two fornteT, is used. The Apostle, in Acts

3, substitutes the word " kindreds" for that of taniilies and
nations—and thus to render assurance doubly sure, taken in all-

the various applications of it, we have the strong and emphat-
ic declaration, " In thee and in thy seed shall all the nations,

families, and kindreds of the earth be blessed." Now if an
individual can be found, who belongs to no nation or family,

and who has no kindred, f will grant th-at lie may be the sub-

ject of an endless curse, for I can find no ])roniise that will

apply to his case. But until such an individual can be ])oint-

ed out, I trust that Br. H. and all who symi)athize in his re-

ligious views, will refrain from any attempt to show that the

several expressions used in the promise mean anything less

than absolute universality. AD nations, families and kin-

dreds of the earth, must mean every individualof the human
race, from Atlam down to his latest posterity. It only re-

mains, therefore, to show what is the nature of the blessing

referred to, to complete the argument. On this point, the

language of the Apostle is very explicit;- See Gal. 3:8, 16*-

" And the scrij)tures, foreseeing that God would justify the
heathen through faith, preached before the gospel unto A'ora-

ham, saying, In thee shall all nations be blessed." " Now
to Abraham and his seed were the promises made. He saith

not. And to seeds, as of many; but as of one. And to thy
seed, which is Christ." The plain meaning of this promise
is, therefore-- that all the nations, families, and kindreds of
the earth shall be blessed in Christ; and not only so, but they
are to be blessed with the blessings of the gospel. It will not
do, therefore, for my brother to take the ground that some
do, and say that the promise to Abraham relates merely to

temporal blessings, for this would be to take away that most
glorious feature of the gospel, referred to in 2 Tim. 1 :10.

—

" ^V'h() ''Christ) hath abolished death, and brought life and
immortality to lijiht through the gospel,"
Will my brother then say that the gospel is a system of

temjioral blessinj.'s n^erely ? Or will he deny that it contains
the blessings of immortality ? He must do this, or abandon
the position, that the proniise to Abraham is temporal in its

nature; tov I have shown from the language of the Apostle,
that the blessing refen'cd to is the gospel, tln'ough which life

and immortality are brought to light. But another objection
may be tirg((l against this view of the subject. By far the
jfreat'T jjortion of the nations, and millions on millions of the
families and kindreds of the earth, are ignorant of the gos-
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pel. They have never heard of a Savior. And are these

countless multitudes, who " are perishing for lack of knowl-
edge," temporally blessed in Christ.'* Do they enjoy the

temporal blessings of the gospel.'' How utterly futile and
idle is the supposition. Yet ail these are included, as we
have seen, in the terms of the promise. They must there-

fore receive the blessing in the final state, or not at all. Yes:
either these hapless multitudes of our kindred race, who
through no fault of theirs, but that of having been born in

heathen lands, are left to grope their way through this world
of darkness, ignorance, and idolatry, and at last to lie down
in the grave of despair, shall hereafter participate in the

blessings of the gospel, and bask in the sunshine of immor-
tality, or the promise given to the patriarchs is but an idle

tale sent forth from the fountain of Infinite Wisdom to mock
the woes of suflTcring humanity. But a final objection to the

notion of the temporal nature of this promise is presented in

the facts set forth in Heb. xi. The Apostle after referring

^ the patriarchs and prophets, and all those holy men and
women of old, wdio had distinguished themselves as the ser-

vants of God, concludes his reference to them with these re-

markable words: " And these all, having obtained a good
report through faith, received not the promise: God having
provided some better thing for us, that they without us
should not be made perfect.'-' If then, as the apostle assures
us, those worthies who had centuries previous gone to their

final rest, *' received not the promise," how could it relate

to temporal blessings in their case?—with what show of pro-

priety can it be so construed in relation to any portion of the

human family? These considerations are deemed a sufficient

refutation of the objection that none but temporal blessings

are included in the promise. It will be perceived at a glance
that th« terms on which this promise was originally given,

are absolute and unqualified. Human language does not
contain, and is inadequate to express a more positive affirm-

ation than is contained in this promise to Abraham. ^' In thee

shall all nations be blessed." And the same may be said of
every instance in which it is repeated. It is not true, there-

fore, as some pretend, and as my brother will doubtless try-

to make you believe, that the promise is conditional. Should
he take this ground, I have high authority to quote against

him. And since he has made free with his quotations from
authors, I trust that he will not eomplan if I follow his ex-

ample for once. I quote from a discourse on Isaiah 25:8,

written and published by one Elias Hutchins. On page 5

of the discourse, we find the following sage position laid

down with reference to the text. "To say, then, that it re-

lates to another state, is begging the question—it is taking
that for granted which ought to be proved." ^' But it €uys

7io such thing. Therefore, it is adding to the infallible word
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"To say that he referred to another world, when he says

nothing about it, is to be wise above what is written—is to

say that he either couhl not or did not express himself intel-

ligibly." Now, without at all assenting to the correctness of
this reasoning as a^jplied to the passage in Isaiah, 1 may be
allowed to observe, that' it fipplies with singular force ami
propriety to the promise made to Abraham; and with but a
slight variation from his language, we may say in reference

to the alledged conditionaliiy of the proniise, " To s;iy it

means conditions, w hen it does not say conditions, is taking
that for granted which oujiht to be proved.^ Did the prom-
ise say that '-all the nations, families, and kindreds of the

earth shall be blessed" conditionally, we should be in duty
bound to believe the assertion. " But it says no such thing..

Therefore, it is adding to the isifallible word of God to give

it such a meaning." "To say that it means conditions, when
it says nothing about conditions,, is to be wise above what is-

written—is to'say he cither could not or did not express him-
self intelligibly." My brother must not now be allowed to

back out of his position, and if he is willing to abide by his

own propositions, not another word need be added to show
the absurdity and folly of supi)osing this promise is in any
sense conditioiial. But lest there should be some here so in-

corrigibly sceptical as not to be willing to admit that my Biv
H. is the best authority in matters of this kind, I deem it

necessary to quote from a source better entitled to the re-

si)ect an<l confidence of those who are seeking for truth. The
inspired apostle in 2 Cor. 1 r-iO, gives us the following ex-
jdicit testimony concerning the unconditional nature of this

l)romise. " All the promises of God in him are Yea, and in

him Amen, unto t]ie glory of God by us." This, we think,,

to reasonable minds, ought to be a final settlement of the-

question. But still further objections may be urged against-
the idea of such conditions as lifnit the j)romise, or exclude
from its blessincs any portion of the human family. Millions
on millions of the nations^ families, and kindreds of the earth
have lived ari<l died in igjiorance of the ])romise. How can-
it be reconciled either with the justice or goodness of God,
that he should ])roniise them a l)lcssing u\um conditions, and
withhold from them ail knowledge of these conditions until
they have passed from this state of being, where alone it is

j)ossibIe to comply with them, or w here "a com])liance with
them will bo of any avail. The supposition is too monstrous
to be iridul:xod in for a moment. \\ e rest, then, in the con-
clusionthat the promise is absolute and unconditional—that
it relates to the blessings of life and immortality brought to
light throuirh the gospel, ami that it is to bo the final portion
of all m?n.
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Mr. H. ansvv'ered:

—

Near the close of his argument founded on the destruction

of death, my opponent told you that with that 'single lever

he would overturn every system of partialism that ever ex-

isted beneath the sun.' Yes he would make the doctrine of
the final holiness and happiness of all men so plain that none
*but the sceptic and atheist,' or tho.^e ' lost to sense and rea-

son,' could ' question the truth of it. But it seems that he
iiiistook either the power of this ' lever,^ or his ability to use

it; for he has not attem])ted to reply to my argument which
shows that there will be eternal judgment after hades, the

devil, his works, and death, are destroyed. He now attempts

to sustain the affirmative of the question by the promise made
to Abraham, which is recorded in Gen. 1'2:3; 22:18; and
Acts 3:25— ' In thee [Abraham] shall all families of the earth

be blessed.' 'In thy seed shall all the nations of the earth

be blessed; because thou hast obeyed my voice,' &c.
This blessing, he assumes, is Mife and immortality;' a bless-

ing to be conferred upon all men through Christ the 'seed'

of Abraham. Let him remember, that it is as positively

said, that all the nations of the earth shall be blessed in Abra-
ham as it is that they shall be blessed in Christ. Also that it

is said that in this patriarch's ' seed' they shall all be thus

blessed, because he ' obeyed' God's ' voice.' But how the

blessing of ' life and immortality' is to be given to all men
in or through Abraham, or how his obedience to God can se-

cure it to them through Christ, I have yet to learn. 1 wish to

know how mankind are to be blessed in the immortal state

on account of what ' the friend of God' did in this life; and
to these subjects I call the attention of my opponent. To
prove ' that this promise is absolutely universal,' that is, that

it includes every one of Adam's family down to the end of

time, the terms, all the nations of the earth, all the kindreds

of the earth, are adduced. Now let us test this reasoning by
applying it to other subjects. ' Then will I—make this city

a curse to all the nations of the earth:' Jer. 26:6. Now "as
it seems evident" to my opponent, «-' that the phrase, j all the

nations of the earth,' must include the whole human family,"

he must admit that God threatened to make the city of Je-

rusalem a curse to all the human race. ' Then shall all the

tribes of the earth mourn:' Matt. 24:30. 'AH kindreds of

the earth shall wail because of him:' Rev. 1:7. These
texts prove as conclusively that God's threatenings are ' ab-

solutely universal,' as those quoted for that purpose, prove
that His promises are so. Therefore it is as evident that all

men will wail because of Christ in the immortal state, as it

is that they v.ill be blessed in him there. The congregation

can now clearly see the absurdity of my opponent's reason-

ing on the promises of God. The text he quotes from Ga-
latians, to answer his purpose, should read, And, the scriptures^
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hercafrcr, preached before the gospel unto Abraham, saying,-

In thee shall all nations be blessed, &c. To 'justify the hea-

then through faith,' is one thing, and to make all men finally

holy and happy, is another. Therefore Paul uses Gal. 3:8,

in a sense very different from that in which you have heard

it n^ed this evening. The term ' heathcMi' in this text, seems

to bo svnonymous with ' all nations.' But thry are to be jus-

tified '"through faith,' that is conditionally. The passage is

therefore against my opponent's views; for he does not be-

lieve that = the blessings of life and immortality' are ' in any

sense conditional.' As I firmly believe the ])romise to Abra-

ham will be fulfilled at the time when ' the earth shall be full

of the knowledge of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea,'

Isa. 11:9; as I have shown the fallacy of the argument for

the ' absolute universality' of the Abrahamic promise, and as

I do not believe ' that the gospel is a system of temporal bless-

ings merely/ I need not reply to what has been said on this

score. I v/ill, however, show'^that Heb. 11:39:40, is unfortu-

nately quoted on thissul)ject. According to the use which ha.s-

been made of this text, the ' worthies' here mentioned went to

heaven, without being blessed in Christ. For if the prom-
ise to Abraham relates to ' life and immortality' in the future

state, then it absolutely follows, either that those worthies

have received that blessing,, or else they have gone to heav-
en, or into unconsciousness, without receiving it. Therefore?
unless my opponent believes in the 'sleepy doctrine,' or in

llestorationism, he must see, that, accordin<jr to hisown views,
the corrupt anti-deluvians, the licentious Sodomites, and all

who have ever lived and died in the most heinous sins, have
gone to heaven, where, with the ancient worthies, and all

who have died in the Lord, they nmst wait to the end of time,

for ' life and immortality;' or, in other words, for the fulfill-

ment of the Abrahamic ])romise. I shall wait to see how lie

wili clear himself from this absurdity.

That the promise not received by those who ' died in faith/
relates to nothing after death, is evident— 1. From the fact

that ' some bettrr thing' than those ancient saints received,
was provided for the apostle and his brethren. Hence, un-
less there is something better than 'life and immortality,'
this ]>r()mise, or some better thing, was enjoyed in time. 2.

Those who lived to see Christ, received something much bet-
ter than those who desired to see him, but died without the
sight. See Matt. 13:17. Thus it is seen that Paul and the
b(dievers of his day, had received the proujise in the coming
of the long desired Messiah; and that any better thing than
this, not tai4» received by God's ancient servants, was pro-
vided tor Paul or any one else, cannot be sustained, either by
tho \V\\)U' or reason.

Tin; « high authority' he quotes against the conditional ity
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of tbe promise to Abraham, consisting of extracts from my
sermon on Isa. 25:8, comes from the reasoning of universal-

ists against the future reference of texts whicii relate to pun-
ishment. Therefore, as ' they must not now be allowed to

back out of their ^position,' and 'if they' 'are willing to

abide by' their *own propositions,' Isa. 25:8, one of their

strongest texts in the Old Testament, is effectually taken
from their hands.

But as it has not been proved that the blessing promised to

the patriarchs, is to be received in the immortal state; and as

I have never argued that this ])romise is wholly conditional,

all that was said on this part of the subject is as much out of
place as were the arguments against the gospel being ' a sys-

tem of temporal blessings merely.' I firmly believe that ma-
ny blessings of a religious nature are unconditionalh' enjoy-
ed wherever the gospel is preached. It should be remember-
ed that when the promise was made. Idolatry pervaded the
world. Therefore, as the gospel is to remove every system
of image-worship, with all its heavy curses, the promise may
be unconditionally fulfilled in time. The text in ' 2 Cor.I;
20,' affords as much proof of this view of the subject, as it

does of the view of my opponent. He has argued that ' this

promise is' not 'in any sense conditional,' and 1 have admit-
ted that there is a sense in which it is unconditionally to be
fulfilled in time. But that it is unconditional as far as the
personal holiness and happiness of one of the human family is

concerned, I utterly deny. Paul says, in reference to this very
promise, ' so then they which be of faith are blessed with
faithful Abraham. That the promise by faith of Jesus Christ
might be given to them that believe,—followers of them who
through faith and patience inherit the promises. And so af-

ter he had patiently endured, he obtained the promise. See
Gal. 3:8, 9, 22. Heb. 6:12,15. Here faith, patience, and
endurance, are named as conditions on which the promise is

received ! What now becomes of the assertion that ' this
promise is' not ' in any sense conditional.''' I think I have
now fully answered all the arguments for the final holiness
and happiness of all men, founded on this promise. I will
however, offer some further reasons against my opponent's
views of this subject.

1. There is not one word said in any place where this
promise is named, about a future state. And surely univer-
salists, who have so often denied the future reference of texts
which speak of punishment, on the ground of their not speak-
ing of the immortal state of being, ought to feel the force of
this statement.

2. If Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob knew any thing about the
holiness and happiness of all men, hereafter, it is strange they
never name it. If this hope was entertained by them, ' why
was it not expressed:' What universalist can answer this

5
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question without refuting an oft repeated objection against

future punislunent? In the days of the ancient worthies,

moil had their hopes and fears as they have nowj they also

lived and died as men do now. But no where do we find

that they ever name universal future salvation, or even hint

at that iloctrine.

(iuoting from A. C. Thomas, varying a few words so as

to meet the case before us, * I ask my opponent to quote a
single passage from all that was oonmiunicated to Moses at

Horcl), in which any thing like the final holiness and happi-

ness of all men is so much as clearly intimated.' Theo.
Dis. p. 55,

3. Nor is there a particle of proof in the Old Testament
that they believed in the resurrection of the dead. There is

nothing more said about this, than there is about the final ho-

liness and ha[)piness of all men, or the doctrines of transmi-
gration, annihilation, or eternal damnation. And as univer-
salists rejcc-t this last named doctrine because it is not named
in the Old Testament, I shall reject the doctrine of the res-

urrection on the ground that it is not named by the patriarchs.
' Isaac blessed Jacob and Esau concerning things to come:'
Heb. 11:20. But he did not intimate to them that there
would be a resurrection of the dead. ' Joseph, when he di-

ed, made mention of the departing of the children of Israel;

and gave conunandment concerning his bones.' But he is as
silc!it about a resurrection as Isaac is. And indeed the Old
Testament nowhere mentions the resurrection of all man-
kind in the immortal state. It now remains for my oppo-
nent either to prove that this doctrine was believed by the pa-
triarchs, or abandon the Abrahamic promise.

4. An attempt has been m;ulc to prove from the New Tes-
tament, that this promise refers to the future resurrection.

But this is unfortunate for my oj)ponent, as Messrs. Walter
Balfour and A. C. Thomas have decided that the meaning of
the New Testament is to be ascertained by the Old. ^V hy
then does he attempt to learn the meaning of the Old Testa-
ment from the New.'' Does he know better how to learn the
meaning of the Old Testament than Dr. Campbell, Mr. Bal-
four, and Mr. Thomas do.''

5. If the doctrine of the resurrection was known to the
OM Testament saints, then, according to universalist reason-
ing against future jjunishment, it is not true that Christ
brou^^ht life and immortality to light through the gospel.
See. 2 Tim. 1:10.

These five arguments, based mostly on universalist reason-
ing, show that my opponent has yet much to do before he
can make out his case.

6. He assumes that this promise is to be fulfilled in the im-
mortal .state. But what saith the word of God. 'And we
declare unto you glad tidings, how that the promise which was
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made unto the fathers, God hath fulfilled the same unto us their

children, in that he hath raised up Jesusagain.' Acts 13:32,

33. Paul declares that God hath fulfilled the promise
made to the fathers, in raising up Jesus from the dead, God
hath fulfilled this promise, sa\'s Paul—He hath not, saith my
opponent. The foregoing considerations show that the Abra-
hamic promise affords not a particle of proof of the final ho-
liness and happiness of all men.

SIXTH AND SEVENTH EVENINGS.

Mr. B.'s rejoinder:

—

My brother H. has argued that the ancient worthies knew
nothing of the doctrine of the resurrection. To this I reply

by quoting Luke 20:37. ' Now that the dead are raised, even
Moses showed at the' bush, when he calleththe Lord the God
of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.'

This text shows that the doctrine of the resurrection is taught

in the Old Testament.*
I am sincerely obliged to him for bringing forward that pas-

sage in Acts xiii.; for if any thing was wanting to complete
the argument from the promises, he has certainly supplied

the last link in the chain. He says that the promise to Abra-
ham, according to the apostle, was fulfilled in the resurrec-

tion of Christ. Granted. But how let me ask, were " all

the nations, families, and kindreds of the earth" blessed in

the resurrection of Christ? Paul shall answer—see 1 Cor.

15:20—22, and 42, 43. " Bui now is Christ risen from the

dead, and become the first fruits of them that slept. For
since by man came death, by man came also the resurrection

of the dead. For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall

all be made alive." " So also is the resurrection of the dead.

It is sown in corruption; it is raised in incorruption: it is

sown in dishonor; it is raised in glory: it is sown in w^eak-

ness; it is raised in power." If to be made alive " in Christ,"

in " incorruption," " power," and " glory," be not final ho-
liness and haj)pinessj then it is difficult to find language to

denote such a state. I desire no better portion for myself

—

I can ask nothing better for my fellow men, than that we
should be raised at fast in the condition described by the apos-

tle. I am content to rest the argument here.

Mr. H.'s replication:

—

1. In Luke 13:28, Christ says, 'ye shall see Abraham, and
Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets in the kingdom of God,
and you yourselves thrust out.' Now when my opponent

* Luke 20:37 and Mr. B.'s remarks on it, are left out of the luiiversalist

reportof his part of the discussion; hut they are inserted aliove, as near

verbatim as lean recollect them. His arguments and my replies for one

evening, and his denial of the future reference of John 5:29. and Heb. 6:2,

are also oraitted. The reader must conjecture the cause of these omis-



can show how the Jews saw the patriarchs and prophets this

side of the immortal state, I can show that those worthies
may exist in some sense, while their existence affords no
proofof a,resurrection in that state. Therefore Luke 20:37,
atibrds no greater evidence of a future raising of the dead,
than the text I have just quoted does of the Jews seeing
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom of God, out of
which they shall be thrust, in the future world,

2. He has taken the position that all mankind are to be
made holy and happy in the resurrection, at which time the
Abrahamic promise is to be fulfilled. Hence Eph. 1:10
should reati, ' That in the dispensation of the fullness of times.
He might raise from the dead all things in Christ, both whicli
are in heaven, and which are on earth, even in him'!! Col. 1:

20 should stanil, ' By him to raise all things from the dead to

himself: by him I say, whether they be things in earth or
things in heaven.' 1 Tim. 2:4 should read, ' who will have
all men to be raised from the dead, and to come unto the
knowledge of the truth.' Chapter 4, verse 10, ought to stand,—

' God, who will raise all men from the dead, specially those
that believe'! ! I now deny that the wicked are to bo made
holy and happy at the resurrection. This point must be
proved before the 15th chapter of 1 Corinthians, or any
other text, can be made to prove the future reference of the
Abrahamic promise. It is now seen that the arguments on
this subject, which I presented last evening, remain wholly
unanswered.

o. The argUniGrit for the final holiness and ha])pincss of
all men, now rests on ' 1 Cor. 15:20—22, and 42, 43.' By
these texts my opponent attempts to prove that God will

again fulfill the promise to Abraham by saving all men at the

resurrection, notwithstanding he had t'ulfiUed it to Paul and
the Christians of his day, by raising up Christfrom the dead,

I might set this argument aside by stating that Paul means
nothing more than that mankind will be raised by Christ, &c.
The audience will see that the apostle omits the phrase holy

and hap|)y, which is the very language he ought to use to

prove tliat the wicked will be raised in a state of felicity.

But I need not dwell here, for in my first reply last evening,
my arguments left a part of mankind in the lake of fire with
death, the last enemy, after the resurrection. I also show-
cd that after the destruction of the devil, his works, and
hades, and after the dead are raised, there will be an eternal

judgMient. It was also shown that Paul in writing the fif-

teenth rhapter of 1 Corinthians^ did not intend to teach uni-

versalism. There has been no attempt to answer one of
these arguments. Let' it be understood that they must be
disposed of before the passages on which my opponent now
rests his argument, can give hiscause the least support. Hc^hasi^
to be sure attempted to evade thcfurcc ofpartofthem by deny-
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and the eternal judgment.* But I will meet him here by de-
nying the future reference of the 15th chapter of 1 Corin-
thians. He should know that I have as much right to this
course as he has. Mr. VYhittemore calls this chapter the
Magna Charta, or great charter of universalism, and my op-
ponent rests his argument for the final holiness and happi-
ness of all men on some passa,^es in it. If it does unques-
tionably j)rove this doctrine, its future reference can easily
be shown. The question before us does not require me to
})rove a future eternal judgment; but it does require him to
prove tliat there will be a general resurrection; and this he
must do or give up the Abrahamic promise, for he asserts
that it w\]\ be fulfilled at that event. Now let him go to the
Old Testament and show, if he can, that the resurrection of
all mankind to a holy and happy state, is taught there. If he
has read Mr. Balfour's Inquiries into the scriptural import of
the words i-endered hell, and devil; or if he recollects Mr.
Whittemore's arguments on John 5:28, 29, and Heb. 6:2,
he will dread his task. When he makes it appear that the
resurrection named in these texts belongs to this state, I will
prove by arguments equally as conclusive, that the resurrec-
tion in i Cor. 15th chapter, is not now future in its reference;
for I am told that the word rendered resurrection in this
chapter is the same as that in John and Hebrews. I now
call on him to come up to this work, as a failure to prove
that the resurrection in Corinthians refers to the immortal
state will ruin his cause. f t will here remark, that I have
freely quoted ujiiversalist authors in this discussion, because
the advocates of universalism have made so many converts
by quoting orthodox authors. I wish also to show this audi-
ence, particularly universalists, that this course carried out,

inevitably leads to the doctrine of no future existence. I do
not charge my opponent with this belief; but I must say in

all sincerity, that universalist arguments against a future hell,

when ap}>lied to salvation, heaven, and the resurrection, show
as conclusively that man will not exist hereafter as they do
thatnone will suffer after the resurrection. Perhaps some may
think this course will tend to make some believe that there is

* This denial, as I have previously said, is left out of the universalist

report of the discussion.

+ Instead of^attending to my request, Mr. B. inquired whether I would
concede the argument if he would prove that the passages in John 5:28,29,
and Heb. G:2, do not refer to a future state, by arguments that will not as
conclusively prove that 1 Cor. 13 does not refer to a future state. As I

then erroneously supposed that this issue wowld allow me to say all I

wished to against the future reference of this chapter, I consented for him
to take it. He proliably took this advantage of my misapprehension be-
cause he saw that he could not attend to my request without meeting ar-
guments similar to those used by universalists to prove that there is no
future punishment. This shows that his cause was hopeless.

5»
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no hereafter. None, however, will be led to this conclusion

but t-ueh as think that the reasoning,' of univcrsalists against

an eternal hell, and eternal judgment, is correct. And
how they can avoid seeing that universalisni tends to

the doctrine of no existence beyond death, is strange to

me. As the ])hrase, final holiness* and ha])piness of all men,
80 often uscfl by universalists, is not once named in the Bible,

it is not strange that their highly sectarian and extremely big-

oted writinijs'make more converts to universalisni than the

writings of Christ and the a]>ostles do. How many who had
read the Bible for years, without once thinking it taught that

doctrine, have become universalists by reading Ballou's Notes
on the Parables, Balfour's Inquiries, Whittemore's Notes
and Illustrations of the Parables, the Trumpet, the Lowell
Tracts, or some kindred productions. This shows that their

faith stands, not in the power of God, but in the wisdom of
men.
Mr. B.'s reply:

—

I take the issue presented by brother H.; and, that there be

no mistake in regard to his proposition, I will repeat it. (The
proposition was repeated, and Eld. H. signified that it was
correct.) Let it be distinctly understood, then, that if I prove
that the passages in John 5:28, 29, and Heb. vi., do not refer

to the future state, by arguments that will not as conclusive-

ly prove that 1 Cor. xv. does not refer to a future state, broth-

er H. is bound to concede the argument. I submit the fol-

lowing, then, as proof that the resurrection spoken of in

John 5:29 does not refer to the future state :

—

1. Our Savior declared in the immediate context, " The
hour is coming, and now is, w hen the dead shall hear the

voice of the Son of God, and they that hear shall live." It

is not universalists only, but Christ himself, that limits the

resurrection to the present state, and the past tense. But
where do we find this said of the resurrection spoken of in 1

Cor. XV. ?

2. The passage in John does not refer to the resurrection

of all men. It s])eaks only of those that are in their graves,-'

and " that have done good" or " evil." But multitudes have
been burnt, and their ashes scattered to the winds—multi-

tudes of others have been devoured by wild beasts and canni-

bals, and perished in various ways, so as not properly to be
" in their graves," and consequently are not included in this

resurrection. Multitudes, such as infants and idiots, have
done neither good nor evil, and consequently are not inclu-

ded in the text; so that it falls far short of a universal, or
even a general resurrection. But can this be said of 1 Cor.
XV., which declares that *' As in Adam all die, even so in

Christ shall all be made alive".-'

3. To construe this passage in John to relate to the final

resurrection of all mankind, would be to place it in direct



opposition to what is taught in Luke 20 .36—38. It has al-

ready been shown, in the argument on that passage, that all

are to be raised " equal unto the ang^'bis of God in heaven."
To be in a state of damnation is, agreeable to the popular
understanding of that phrase, to be in a state of wickedness,
and indescribable wretchedness. But is such the condition
of angels, or any part of the angels of God in heaven.'' If

not, and I trust my brother will not pretend that it is, then is

his construction of the passage in John placed in a direct op-
position to the words of our Savior, referred to in Luke. But
can this be said of 1 Cor. xv., which declared, " So also is

the resurrectioa from the dead," &c. .'' I might add other
reasons why John 5:23,29, does not refer to the future state,

but these I deem sufficient. It will be borne in mind that it

is not my business, according to his proposition, to explain
the passage, but only to show that it does not refer to the fu-

ture state. And now I claim that he is bound to show that
the several reasons that I have given why the passage in

John does not refer to the future state, apply equally to the
resurrection spoken of in Cor. or yield the argument.
As to the passage in Heb. 6:2, the following considera-

tions may be urged as a reason why it cannot refer to the fu-

ture state. It may well be doubted whether the principles
of proper Christianity are at all in the passages, and for rea-
sons which will be obvious from reading it in its proper con-
nection, as follows: "Therefore, leaving the principles of
the doctrine of Christ, let us go on unto perfection; not lay-
ing again the foundation of repentance from dead works, and
of faith towards God, of the doctrine of ba])tism, and of lay-

ing on of hands* and eternal judgment, and this will we do if

God permit." Now is it probalDle that the apostle would
exhort believers to leave the genuine principles and<loctrines
of Christianity in order to go on unto perfection? We think
not. We think they would rather adhere to such principles.

The probability is, therefore, that the several doctrines here
enumerated were certain tenets of the Judaiziug Christians,
that were not essential to Christianit}', and they were to leave
them in order to become perfect in the Christian faith. But
my brother H. instead of heeding the apostolic exhortation
to leave these doctrines, seems determined to stick to them,
Judaism and all.

It may be observed, also, that this is the only place in the
scriptures where an eternal judgment is spoken of. The
general judgment commonly believed in by professing Chris-
tians, is to occupy but a limited space in duration, and to be
succeedexl by retribution. But it will be perceived at once,

* By whom the phrase ' resurrection of the dead,' was here left out, and
whetlier the omission was inadvertent or intentional, I cannot say. It is

a singular instance of sheer carelessness or deliberate wickedness.
E. H.
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fh:it an t'tcn.; 1 to a different affair; and if thig

eternal judiriui . lace of the coninjonl}- talked

of ir<^ruMal judu »^s misery must be a fiible;

for^thcroccrtaiiil}' •: '• fr, after an eternal judg-

ment, to indict it.

Pierce, an emincnr ,
Mitator, concludes a

somewhat len<rtliy expo.-. io thus—T think,

therefore, that the words i - od in a very dif-

ferent manner, and krima here seems to me to be put for

temporal judijments. Thus the word is used I Pet. 4:17,

The time is come thai judgment must bei^in at the house of
God, where the context will not suffer us ^^ take it in any
other s<.M)so ; Comp. ver. 16, 13, 19. So airaii) 1 Cor. 11:29,

He that eatelh and drinketh unworthily, > aCelh .xnd drinketh

jnd<j;menl to himself, not discerning the Lord's h^dy. U'hat
this jndirment was ajjpears t>om the next \e\'i=^Q— For this

cause mawj are vjeak and sickly amojig you^ '^nd many slcp
See also verse 34. The word aionios, which we have rend;

ed eternal, I take to resi)ect not the time to come, but th

lime pasty and to signify ancient or past long age. That the

word is thus used without anv respect to eternit}', we may
see, Rom. 16:25, 2 Tim. l:9,'Tit. 1 :2. See also the-e p':-

ces in the LXX. Psahii 77:5. Prov. 22:28. Jer. 18:15. Ezt
36:2. According to this account of the words, we may (•>•

sider the Jewish religion as established by the ancient r^

tremendous judgments of the execution of which the book
of Moses give an account—such as the deluge, the destruc-

tion of Sodom and Go?/2orraA. and more especially the drown-
iuL' of Pharaoh and his host in the Red Sea, an<l perhajis the

judgments of God upon the Israelites in the wilderness for

their impenitence and uidiclief. (Sec Paige's selections, p.

253.)
I now call on my brother to apply the reasons for not re-

ferring these ])assages to the future state, to the resurrection
spoken of in Corinthians, or redeem his pledge, by conced-
JUiT that I have established tfie alnrn>ative of the question.

Reply of Mr. H.
If the arguments we have just heard against the future ref-

erence of John 5:28, 29, and Heb, 6:2, are conclusive, the}'

go far towards confining the resurrection mentioned in 1 Cor.
15th chapter, to this state; for, as 1 have already said, in the

original the word rendered resurrection is of tlie same im-
port in all these places. But before I attend to this matter, I

will show that the reasoning you have just heard is not cor-
rect. That the resurrection to damnation mentioned in John
5:29, belongs to the future state the following arguments will

show.
1. In verse 25, our Lord assured his hearers that even

then the dead should hear his voice and live, a\ hicli it seems
caused them to wonder. But in verses 28, 29, he told them
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.11 substance, not to marvel at wnaftieliad just said, for,the
time was coming when he would raise,the,dead and judge
them. Whether verse 25 refers to the spirftually dead who
were about to hear and believe Christ's doctrine, or to some
who were about to be literally raised from the dead-, as th«
widow's son, is of no consequence. In either case the view
I have given of the Savior's meaning, avoids the repetition
which the universalist view of this subject puts into his ad-
•dress. The assertion that ^ multitudes,' including ' infants
and idiots,' are * not included in the text,' is mere assertion,

and therefore it proves nothing. I shall soon show that the
ascension of the saints to heaven is ' not included in the' ac-
icount of the resurrection in the 15th of I Cor.: and also that

this omission proves that that resurrection is Ihnited -^ to the
present state, and the past tense.' And when my opponent
proves by John 5:28, 29, that multitudes are not included in

the resurrection there named, I will prove from 1 Cor., 15,

that those who are included in that account of the resurrec-
tion, will not ascend to heaven.
As it has already been^hown in reply to the argument on

Luke 20:36—38, that to be -equal to the angds of God in

heaven,' signifies only that those who will be raised from the

dead cannot die any more, the remarks on this score need no
reply.

2.' That John 5:28, 29, and Heb. 6:2, are now future in

their reference, we learn from Acts 24:15, where Paul says

he has hope towards God, that is confidence in Him, that

-there shall be a resurrection of the dead, both of the just

and unjust, which, he asserts, the Pharise^iS allo-wed-^ that is

admitted. As Mr. Balfour owns, 2d Inq. pp. 88, 89, that
the Jews in our Lord's day, believed that butfew would
be saved, it follows, as they admitted tiie resurrection in

which Paul had confidence, that he believed the unjust
would be raised in an unholy state hereafter. The fact that

•^infants and idiots' are never called either just or unjust in

the Bible, goes as far to prove that they are left out of this

resurrection, as my opponent's assertion does to prove that

they are left out of the resurrection in John 5:29.

3. His own reasoning shows that this text refers to the fu-

ture state. He contends that the spiritually dead, and a spir-

itual resurrection only, are here intended. The learned
'Whitby, who is often quoted by universalists, has shown that

all who are in a state of sin, ' particularly' the ' heathens,'

are considered as dead and in their graves in the sense of this

passage. See Paige's Selections, pp. 177, 178. It has also

been said in this discussion, that ' all dont mean part,'* that
* every creature,' and ' all nations,' &.c. are ' universal' in

their meaning. Admitting the correctness of this reasoning,;

* This statement Mr. B. made in one of his arg-umcuLs ; hul it v/as

iieft .cm when the argu.Tient was publisiicd.
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hear the voice oi' the Savior and come forth from their spii-

itual j^raves to the resurrection of damnation in time, will

incvitahly come forth to this condemnation in the immortal
state U! ' The only alternative that is left is to' admit this,

or ' to conrhule that' Cinist '• uttered a falsehood.' Where
now is the assertion that ' ft is not universalists only, but
Ciu-ist himself, that limits the resurrection [in John 5:28, 29]
to the present state, and the past tense'.''

4. ' As it respects the passage in Hcb. 6:2,' the remarks in

relation to ' the princi])les of proper Christianity' may pass
for what they are worthy, as they have nothing to do with the
doctrine of eternal judirmcnt, which Paul places after the
'resurrection of the dead.'

5. In relation to the argument against a future eternal

judgment, it is enough to reply, If iiis views are ' to stand in

the place of the commonly talked of^ final holiness and hap-
jtiness of all mcn^ tlien universalisin ' must be a fable; for

there certainly cannot be space left, after' ' eternal damna-
tion,' to save those who suffer it f The text, however, means
that the decision of the Judge will be eternal, and not that
He will be forever making that decision.^

6. The solitary opinion of JNtr. Pierce against the views of
the almost entire christian world, respecting the meaning of
a text so obviously future in its reference, needs not to be
noticed.

I now proceed to &how, by arguments which are as con-
clusive as those used by universalists to limit texts relating
to punishment wholly to this life^ that 1 Cor^ xv., on which
my opponent's cause no'-v depends, has no reference to an
immortal resurrection.

1. It has already been shown by universalist reasoning, in

reply to the arguments on Luke 20:34—36, that the word
rendore<l resurrection, does not necessarily meai'i a literal

rising from the dead.. As far then as the meaning of the
word is concerned, there is nothing in this chapter to prove a
literal resurrection of any part of mankind.

2. My opponent has just made it appear in his way, that
the resurrection in Jolui and Hebrews, is in ' the present state,

and the past tense..' Then ' to construe the passages in' 1

Cor. XV., 'to relate to the final resurrection of all mankind,
would be to place' them ' in direct oppositiozi to what is taught
in' John 5:29, 2D, and Heb. 6:2.

3. He has argued that the resurrection of the dead, named
in Heb. 6:2, is not a ])rinc,iple ' of ])roper Christianity.*^

Why then should he 'stick to' this tenet 'of the Judaizing Chris-
tiaVis' at all.'* If punishment was named in connection with
the resurrection in 1 Cor., he could limit the whole chapter
to this lile as easily as he now does all those texts which
.«[)eak W misery a.t the resurrectioji. When he shows how
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ALL the spiritually dead hear Christ's voice and come forth

in this life, 1 will show how ALL that die in Adam are made
alive in him, in this state.

4. I have shown already in this discussion, that the Old
Testament saints knew nothing of the resurrection of all

men to a state of holiness and happiness. And this goes as

far to prove that there is no future resurrection, as their ig-

norance of future punishment goes to prove that there is no
future misery.

5. The Old Testament usage of the resurrection shows
that 1 Cor. xv., relates only to this life; for that book says
no more about a general resurrection in the immortal state

than it does about a general judgment after the resurrection.

Mr. Balfour, 1st Inq. pp. 114, 115, admits that it is from 'the

Old Testament' " thai we must learn, both what the principal

facts, customs, doctrines, and precepts are, that are alluded to

in the apostolical writings, and ivhat is the proper significa-

tion and extent of the expressions used."'—' Let us then have
recourse to the Old Testament, to learn the signification and
extent of Gehenna in the New.' According to this sentiment,
which Mr. B. takes from Dr. Campbell, and which is avow-
ed by Mr. A. C. Thomas, Theo. Dis. pp. 13-2, 133, 179, 180,

181, 182, it must be made evident that the future resurrec-

tion of all mankind is a ' doctrine' of the Old Testament,
before 1 Cor. xv. can be made to support such a senti-

ment.*
6. The doctrine of a general resurrection is not taught in

the book of Job, which Mr. Balfour says, 1st Inq. p. 340, ' is

the oldest book in the world.' True Job says something
about his Redeemer being alive, about seeing God in his

flesh, Scc. Chap. 19:25—27. But here is no intimation that

any one besides himself would be interested in this matter.

And Dr. Kennicutt, who, Mr. Balfour says, was *the great-

est Hebrew scholar of his day,' has shown that Job had no
reference to a future existence; but to the time when God,
whom he afterward saw, (see Chap. 42:5,) would vindicate

his cause, and redeem him from his troubles. See Dr. A.
Clarke on Job. 19:25—27, where he says, * Any attempt to

establish the true meaning of this passage is almost hope-
less.'

7. The texts in the prophets relating to a resurrection, are
evidently figurative. See Dan. 12:2, which comes nearer the
description ofa general resurrection than any other passagein
the Old Testament, for example. If this text is figurative

and belongs to this state, where can we find one in the law
or the prophets, which denotes a general resurrection of the
literally dead.**

* The reader who -wishes to see a powerful universalist argument against

a future judgment apj^lied to the resurrection, may turn back to p. 3-5—37 of
this work.



S. Dr. (l,irk( saysj comment on John 11:24. 'The Jem
writings after the captivity are full of this doctrine, [the res-

urrection of the dead,] Sec 'i Mace. 7:9,' See. According
to Mr. Balfour's reasoning from pp. 85 to 93 of his 2d Juq.

this doctrine is not tani,fht in the writings of the .Tews, but is

a heathenish notion brought back from their captivity. Be-
cause the doctrines of Evil spirits. Hell, that few should be
saved, Immediate punishment after deatl); the Day of Judg-
ment, the endless duration of future punishment, are taught
in the Apocryj)hal writings of the Jews, Mr. B. infers that

these tenets are all of heathen origin, and were adopted by
the Jews during their captivity. Why did he not show his

readers where the general resurrection is taught in the Bible
before the captivity, or else set this doctrine down as a hea-
then fable with other sentiments of this character.'* As he
neglected to do this in his inquiry, I will do it here for

him,
9. It is now seen that this doctrine is not taught in the

writings of the Old Testament. And Christ said nothing
which implies a more general resurrection than his remarks
in John 5:28, 29, intimate; but as they relate only to this

state, it follows that he never taught that all mankind shall

be raised in an inunortal state.*

10. Martha said that her brother would rise again in the
resurrection at the last day. John 11:24. The Jews then
believed the dead would be raised at the last day, at which
time Christ said he would raise up, and also judge mankind.
See John 6:39, 40, 44, 54; 12:43. These passages prove that
the resurrection is not in the immortal state; for according
to univorsalisiu, there is no 'last day,' nor judgment there.

11. In Paul's time, some said that the resurrection had
passed already. See 2 Tim. 2:18. As this assertion over-
threw ' the fjiith of some,' it affords strong presumptive evi-
dence that an immortal resurrection was not expected in the
apostles' days.

12. Paul wished to ' ATTAIN unto the resurrection of
the dead.' Phil. 3:11. Who does not see the folly of making
an ctfoit to be literally raised from the dead.? This text
shows that the apostle expected no such resurrection.

13. He hoped for, that is expected or had confidence in,

* Here, as near ns lean recollect, the moderator decided that my argu-
ments were not to tl>e jHiint; and, considering the use my opponeiit had
made of the issue ho had of.lained from me, the decision was probably
correct. Durin:,' my remarks at this time, I was often inlerrupted by Mr.
B. on acconnt of which the moderator once called him to order, some
hissed at him. and others loft the house. The next evening I resumed my
argument'; in onlcr, and finished what I had to say against the future
reference of 1 Cor, xv, to which no reply was made, I hoped there
would be a reply so that 1 might see how lht\ reasoning I used against a
future resurreciion could be iairly met by universalists without overthrow-
ing some of their most conclu.sive arguments against future punishment.
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a resurrection of the dead, both of the just and unjust; a
resurrection which the Pharisees also allowed or admitied.
Acts 24:15. But this cannot mean mankind universally; for

infants and idiots, large portions of the human race, are nev-
er called just or unjust by the sacred writers. Farther; the
Pharisees did not believe that the unjust would be raised in

a holy state. This resurrection, then, is the same as the res-

urrection to life, and the resurrection to damnation, named
by our Lord in John 5:28, 29. Consequently it has nothing
to do with a future state.

14. At ' the resurrection of the dead,' described at length
in 1 Cor. 15, and on which my opponent's argument for the
final holiness and happiness of all men now wholly rests,

Christ is to come. V. 23, they that are Christ's at his com-
ing. To determine when this resurrection takes place, we
must learn when Christ came. On this point the testimony
of distinguished universalist authors is explicit. In remark-
ing on 1 Thess. 1:6—10, Mr. A. C. Thomas says, "The lime
specified by the apostle is, ' when he shall come;^ when the
Lord Jesus shall be revealed from heaven.' I have already
shown when Jesus was to come, viz. before the close of the
generation in which he lived. No doubt Paul's language
when written, had a future reference—but I cannot allow
you to assume that it is yet future." See Theo. Dis. p. 82.
The same author remarks^ " James, addressing the Christians
among the twelve tribes scattered abroad says, * Be patient,
therefore) brethren, unto the coming of the Lord The
coming of the Lord draweth nigh,'' James 5:7, 8." Vide
Confutation of Miller's Theory, p. 18. Mr. Whittemore
testifies, Univ. Guide, p. 125, " Here [Mat. 16:28] it is evi-
dent, beyond possibility of mistake, that the coming of the
Son of man was to take place during the natural lives of some
of those who stood near him, at the time he uttered these
words." According to these testimonies, the * coming' of
Christ drew nigh in James's day, and he came before the
close of the generation in which he lived; therefore we
may now say in truth. The resurrection is passed already,
and those who ' assume that it is yet future' should be classed
with those bigots and fanatics who ignorantly suppose the
coming of Christ relates to a day of future judgment.

15. At the resurrection under consideration, the end is to
come. Verse 24, Then cometh the end. I will now show
you that the end came nearly 2000 years ago. Peter declar-
ed in his day. The end of all things is at hand, 1 Pet. 4:7.
As the end named in Cor. must be the end of some thing,
it follows from Peter's testimony, that that end was at hand
in his day. It could not therefore have reference to a resur-
rection yet to take place in the immortal state. He that shall
endure unto the end, the same shall be saved—.Then shall
the end come. Mat. 24:13, 14. On this last text Mr, Bal,

6
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four rpfiiaiks, 2(1 Inq. p. 318, ' What end should come? Ev-
iJcntly the <mii1 of the Jewish ai;e, verse 3, which took plac(

about forty years after our Lord delivered this discourse.

Mr. Thomas says, Theo. Dis. p. 148, 'Who can avoid per-

ceiving that all these things, including the end spoken of
were to transpire at the destruction of Jerusalem?' Tliua
the Savior, Peter, and Messrs. Balfour and Thomas, two
eminent universalist ministers; unitedly testify that the end
came long ago; and consequently the resurrection with which
it is connected, 'is not an event now future.*

16. Some to whom the apostle wrote were to be alive at

th<> resurrection. Sec verses 51, 52, and 1 Thess. 4:15. WE
shall not all sleep, but we shall be changed—WE which are

alive and remain unto the coming of the Lord,'&.c. James,
as I have already stated, asserted in his day, that the coming
of the Lord drew nigh, and Paul here talks of being alive

and remaining unto that coming. This proves as positively

that the resurrection took ]}lace centuries ago, as what our
Savior says in Mat. 16:27, 28, proves that the judgment nam-
ed in chap, xxv. verses 31—46, occured at the destruction of
Jerusalem.

17. At this resurrection the trumpet sounds. Verse 52.

At the last trump; for the trumpet shall sound. By refer-

ence to Mat. 24:31, we learn that this took place at the com-
ing of the Son of man to destroy Jerusalem.

18. It is not said here that those who are raised are to go
into heaven. This omission proves as conclusively that an
immortal resurrection is not intended, as the omission to

mention the unholy resurrection of the wicked proves that

they will be raised holy and happy, although this doctrine ia

not asserted in the Bible.

19. At the resurrection before us, death and hades are
destroyed. Verses 54, 55. Death is swallowed up in viclo-

r}\ O death, where is thy sting? O urave, where is thy vic-

tory? By reference to Rev. 20:2— 15, we learn that, at a
GENERAL RESURRECTION there Jiauied, the dead were jurlged,

and death and hades were cast into the lake of fire. But that

this has no reference to a future state, we learn from the fact

that some of the human race were cast into this lake with
them. Now till it is shown that the death and hafles in

Rev. are distinct from those in Cor., it follows unavoidably
that the resurrection described by Paul took place long ago,
death lost its sting long since, and the grave or bade-* was
despoiled of its victory centuries beft)re we had our being.

Although I called on my opponent to prove the future ref-

erence of 1 Cor. XV.' and told him it would ruin his cause
to neglect this matter, he has paid no attention to it. As the
case now stands the foundation on which he ba<e<l his argu-
ment is entirely destroyed, and thus the negative of the ques-
tion under discussion is proved. It is not only manifest that
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universalism is not true, but that the same kind of arguments
which are constantly used to prove that doctrine, prove with
equal conclusiveness that there is no future resurrection—no
future existence. Thus, in attempting to clear himself from
John 5:28, 29, &c. by denying the future reference of these
texts, and then resting his argument on 1 Cor. xv., he has ef-

fectually opened the way for me to show the doctrinal ten-
dency of universalism, a work which I hoped to be able to

do when I accepted his challenge. I now solemnly ask this

audience, Who will risk their own eternal interests, or feel

easy to see their friends risking theirs, on a doctrine not once
named in the Bible, and which necessarily tends to the senti-

ment that men will not exist hereafter?
During the discussion our sympathies have been appealed

to by the representation that some of our friends are proba-
bly lost if universalism is not true. Remember, I beseech
you, that believing this doctrine will not change the state of
the dead. But, as you have some influence, your believing
it, and giving your influence in its favor, may induce some to

neglect repentance; and should they die unreconciled to God
—in their sins, you may fear after they are gone, that your
course was one means of this dreadful result. There is an
awful probability that universalism is not true; and as the
impenitent wish to think that their sins will not be visited on
them hereafter, and as many when dying have renounced
this doctrine, there is great danger in resting our future hopes
upon it. But there is not, there cannot be any danger in re-

jecting it.

After a discussion of seven evenings, I have to inform you
that not one text can be found which names the final holiness

and happiness of all men. Hence, according to Mr. Balfour's
remarks on ^ an eternal hell,' which I quoted at the com-
mencement of this debate, ' such language is coined at the
mint of modern divinity, and may be a very good plan for in-

creasing a sect, but this is a very different thing from making
men Christians.'



APPENDIX.

The arguments on both sides of the question were briefly

recapitulated at the close of the discussion. But as Mr. B.
did not publish his recapitulation, I have omitted mine. The
moderator, is entitled to many thanks for the able and impar-
tial manner in which he presided during the debate, and the
large audience for their decorum, candor, and good atten-
tion.

In the Universalist Palladium of Nov. 20, 1841, it is as-
serted that, as I failed ' to say any thing, in fact, that related
to the point at issue, it was concluded that no good could be
answered by a farther continuance of the debate, under such
circumstances. The moderator, therefore, assumed the re-
sponsibility of declaring the debate at an end.' That the
moderator closed the controversy for the cause here assign-
ed, any more than he did because Mr. B. who led in the dis-
cussion, failed to give any new light on ' the point at issue,' I

utterly deny, * and challenge the proof.' As the arguments
on both sides are now before the public, the candid will de-
cide whether there was any reason for closing the debate be-
cause I was not able to meet the arguments of my opponent.
The evening before the controversy was ended, he said it

should go on till doom's day; and despite of what the mod-
erator or any one else could have done to prevent it, accor-
ding to the rules of discussion which Mr. B. wrote himself,
the arguments might have been continued till that time, un-
less either he or myself had signified a wish to proceed no
farther!

When I concluded to publish this pamphlet I designed to

expose about one hundred misrepresentations and perver-
sions which Messrs. Gibbs, Bulkcley, Williams, Stevens,
and Burr, have penned respecting myself and the discussion.
The first of these gentlemen is editor of the Dover Gazette,
and one of the principal supporters of the universalist Soci-
ety i:i Dover. The others are universalist ministers. I also
intended to give large specimens of the discourtesy and scur-
rility of universalists. But as it is well known that most of
those who oppose their doctrine, are slandered, ridiculed and
contemned, I have concluded to on)it this work at present, as
such conduct towards their opponents, seems to be the natu-
ral fruit of the sentiment that a man cannot commit sin
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enough to cause him any punishment that will not be for his
good. Mr Ballou says. Nine Sermons, p. 34, 'Love to some
and hatred to others, is the peculiar character of all the doc-
trines which the partial wisdom of men has ever invented.*
This probably explains the cause of the ' hatred' of univer-
salists towards ' the orthodox,' and especially towards those
who renounce universalism. This disposition is so common
and so obvious among them, that the ' Old Colony Conference'
of universalists have, for some cause, thought best to rebuke
it in the following manner. ' Resolved, That the practice of
praising indiscriminately all those who leave the ranks ofour
opponents, and come over to us, while they are with us—and
censuring as indiscriminately those who happen to leave us,
is, in our opinion, unwise, and ought to be immediately aban-
doned.' See Trumpet of Dec. 5, 1840. As this sect seem
to think that God has made them His favorites by revealing
the truth to them, while He wills others to believe an ' awful,'
a ' horrible,' ' blasphemous,' lie, it is not strange that they
« love' those to whom He is so partial. Nor is it singular that
they feel at liberty to abuse such as the counsel of His will
dooms to the misfortune and dishonor of disbelieving His
glorious truth.

The sectarian desperation of universalists, is manifest in
the following extracts. " We have no doubt, should we find,

on arriving at our Father's house, that one child of the vast
family of man is absent from the ' feast of immortal delights,'
we should fly quickly back on the wings of love, and seek
and bring him up to the bright and shining courts of heaven,
before we could join in that new song, sung by the 144,000
around the throne of God." See Trumpet of March 17,
1838, last p.

In the Universalist Palladium of July 17, 1841, 'M. B.'
supposed to be the universalist minister in Portsmouth, writes
thus: ' If it [endless misery] be true, (heaven pardon the
blasphemy of the thought!) I wish not to know it now. Such
knowledge cannot alter my condition for the better in this

world or hereafter. It nev^er could make me love mankind
more; and as for its increasing my love or veneration for God,
it certainly could not. If I must ever believe it, then, let the
day be as far distant as possible. Let me live on in my pres-
ent faith, trusting and happy, till the dread realities of eter-
nity force the poisonous convictions upon me.'
Look, reader, at the desperation of these men. They

virtually declare that if God will not save all men they will
—if their doctrine is false, the truth will do them no good,
and they wish to ' believe a lie' as long as they can ! ! ! What
hope is there of the conversion of such bigoted sectarians,

and what will they not do to support their creed .'' Who
can wonder at their misrepresenting and aspersing their op-
ponents.-* Who can refrain from grieving to see his fellow
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men setting under the ministry of such men? Who can be-

lieve uhat they say when their peculiar sentiments are con-
cernetl, ami who can expect fair and honorable treatment at

their hands, when he deals with them in matters relating to

their sectarian interests? Let the abuse I have received

from them, and shall still receive, let their numerous misrep-
resentations, thirty one of which I have heretofore exposed,
answer some of these questions. Let it also answer the

question, Why do so many ministers refuse to hold discus-

sions with univcrsalists? Since the above was written, one
of the editors of the Universalist Palladium, has written sev-

eral contemptuous articles against my humble self, calling me
a ' blood hound,' saying that I have had a ring put upon my
neck, commands me to 'make' my 'bow, and speak out of
the other side oP my ' mouth,' Stc. This, and much more
equally undignified, and ungentlemanly, seems to be the kind

of intellectual food required by the taste of the Universalist

community. Those who write in this style, have sunk them-
selves into a state into which I have no disposition to de-

scend. 1 therefore readily yield the palm to them, and shall

make no attempt at replying to such scurrility. When I read
from the pens of some of their most popular writers, such
sentences as the following, viz.—' Gospel porringer,' a por-

ringer in a state of collapse, brought on by a six week's dys-

entery, that intolerable old porringer, and much more equal-

ly foolish, ludicrous, and nonsensical, I am astonished that

those who write in this manner, claim to be the ministers of
Jesus Christ. That his precepts and example countenance
any thing of this silly nature, no one will assert. The fact

that such articles are often found in universalist papers,

is an insult to the intelligence, the taste, and the piety of
their readers; for their insertion implies that they approve
of that which is opposed to the grave, the hol}^, and the dig-

nified style of Christ and the apostles. Who can believe

that Paul and the other apostles would write such low and
vulgar pieces for the press, were they now alive? It is hoped
that these remarks will have a tendency to induce some who
may read the writings of those implicated, to inquire, Can
that be the religion of Christ which tolerates such levity, as-

persion, and abuse as are often seen in universalist papers?
Can such communications improve the minds or promote the

morals of those who read them? Do they tend to promote
the spirit of piety, benevolence, and good will among men?
It is desired that this subject may be attended to with an in-

terest corresponding to its importance. Those who wish to

see the remarks on the gospel porringer, may read the Uni-
versalist Palladium, Vol. 3. No. 24.

As the printer informs me that more copy is needed in or-

der to make out the last form of this work, the following ar-
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tides are Inserted, with a design to show the fallacy of the
doctrine which virtually asserts that man cannot sin enough
to endanger his immortal interests. It is well known that
universalists are almost constantly endeavoring to sustain
their dogma by commenting on texts which are thought to be
against their views; and it is hoped that the remarks on those
that follow, will enable some to see how awfully uncertain
is the hope of those who live and die in sins of deepest dye.

"THE LAKE OF FTRE."

Under this caption, the Trumpet of Dec. 8, 1838, publish-
es an article on Rev. 20:12—15, copied from a universalist
paper in the state of New York. The text reads as follows:
"And I saw the dead, small and great, stand before God:
and the books were opened: and another book was opened,
which is the hook of life: and the dead were judged out of
those things which were written in the books, according to
their works. And the sea gave up the dead which were in
it; and death and hell delivered up the dead which were in
them; and they were judged every man according to their
works. And death and hell were cast into the lake of fire.

This is the second death. And whosoever was not found
written in the book of life was cast into the lake of fire."

After a roundabout comparison of these verses with sever-
al irrelevant passages in order to prove that the 'judgment'
here mentioned, « commenced with the destruction of Jeru-
salem,' the writer proceeds to show what he wishes his
readers ' to understand by the Lake of Fire.' By compar-
ing the text with Isa. .34:8—17, he comes to the monstrous
conclusion that the Lake of Fire named above, is ' the land
of Judea and its ill fated, miserable children, our Hebrew
brethren yet in unbelief!' Surely the exclamation point was
never used more appropriately, than it is used at the close of
this sentence. To the above sentiment I conscientiously ob-
ject for the following reasons. 1. I can see no sense in sup-
posing that those Jews who died in their own land at the
destruction of Jerusalem, or those who remained there after

that dreadful event, or those who died in a foreign captivity,

were ' cast into' the ' land of Judea.' On what grounds, I

ask, can this opinion be sustained.** I cannot understand how
those Hebrews who were ' reduced to beggary and want and
DRIVEN FORTH TO EXILE,' wcrc iu any sense cast into the
Lake of Fire, if Palestine is that Lake. To me it seems as
consistent to say that the Indians of Florida who have been
killed in the late war, those who are reduced to beggary and
want on the soil of their fathers, and those who have been
removed by our Government west of the Mississippi, are
* cast into the' territory of Florida, as it is tosay that the Jews
in their misery at home and distress abroad, were cast into the

land of Judea. 2. In Rev. 20:12—15, it is said that < the
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sea,' ' tleatl), and lioll, delivered up the dead which were in

them.' That any thinj; of this kind took place when Jerusa-

IcMi was destroyed, there is not a particle of proof. Farther:

it is said in this passage, that ' death and hell were cast into

the Lake of Fire,' that is, according to the universalist ex-

position of the text. Into the land of Judea, with the beast

and false prophet. See verses 10, 14. 3. It is said in chap-

ter 21, verse 8, that ' idolaters' shall have their part in this

lake. Hence, as the Jews were not idolaters when their city

was destroyed, and as the gentiles were not cast into the land

of Judea at that time, it necessarily follows that this land is

NOT the Lake of Fire. 4. The writer in question seems to be

sensible that many of his readers, however they might wish

his explanation of this passage correct, would see the fallacy

of his reasoning. He therefore calls to his aid the incredi-

ble, unauthentic accounts of ignorant, superstitious monks to

assist him in explaining a text which obviously overthrows
his unsound and delusive theory. Here are his own words

—

" As the plain where Sodoin and Gomorrah stood, continued

to burn until A. D. 130 to 150—having burned nearly 2000
years—it is very probable that the Revelator referred to it

by ' the Lake of Fire,' as well as to the language quotedfrom
Isaiah." The writer referred to first takes the ground that

we must understand this Lake figuratively; but seeming to

have no confidence in this sentiment himself, or supposing
that his readers would ea^jily detect his fallacy, he next as-

sumes that it is the land of Sodom and Gomorrah, which
burnt nearly 2000 years after its cities were destroyed with
fire and brimstone from heaven. Thus he changes his ground,
and makes the Revelator speak of a literal Lake of Fire!
Those who will read Rev. 20:10, 12—15; and 21:8, will see

at once the absurdity of this explanation, of the text under
consideration, for they will inquire. How were the devil, the

beast, the false proi)hct, death, hell, idolaters, &,c. cast into

the land of Sodom while it was a burning lake? Farther:
there is no evidence thai this land was a lake of fire nearly
2000 years, after which it became a lake of water. Any
man who can trifle with the Bible in this manner, must be
wretchedly ignorant, or very wicked ! 5. In relation to the
passage in Isaiah, it may be remarked, that the chapter af-

fords evidence that the land of Idumea or Edom is inten-

ded by the prophet. Vide verses, 6, 9, &c. But neither
ihi; text or the context in Rev. 20:12— 15, affords any evi-

tlcnce that this or any other land is intended by John. O
how awful will be the account which God will require of
those who thus wrest the scriptures to their own destruction,

and, it is to be feared, to the eternal ruin of those who re-
ceive their perversions of such texts as correct expositions of
the word of God. My arguments in the preceding discus-
sion, were used to show that those who labor so hard to con-
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fine texts relating to punishment wholly to this state, ought,
in order to be consistent with their expositions of such pas-
sages, to confine all the texts in the Bible to this state of ex-
istence 1

PROF. THOLUCK AGAINST REV. A. C. THOMAS.
Mr, Thomas is one of the greatest universalist ministers

in this country, and Dr. Tholuck is professor of theology in

the university of Halle, in Germany. He is considered one
of the greatest scholars and theologians in Europe. In his

Theological Dis. with Dr. Ely, p. 236, Mr. Thomas reiter-

ates a declaration " that mankind will be rendered happy \*^

hereafter by being made alive in Christ, in incorrwption, pow- ]].

er, glory, ^' Stc. All who have read the ' Lowell Discussion,' U[

know he argues that all mankind vvill be made holy and hap-

py at the resurrection of the dead ! Dr. Chauncey, a dis-

tinguished universalist author, professor Tholuck, ' the learn-

ed world,' and the common sense of mankind in general, are

against his strange viewf of universal salvation at the resur-

rection. Fearful odds! On John 5:28, 29. professor T. says,

that " this" phrase, " hear the voice, is a different one from
V. 25, is obvious from the word all. Were this passage like-

wise referred to the spiritual resurrection, it would be nec-
essary to have recourse to unnatural allegories. Voice, vvhen"\

^

used in reference to the resurrection, is a usual image for the^y
^

life-giving agency of God; hence in other cases, the voice q/!/
--^

the trumpet, t Cor. 15:"52." &c. The words in Greek are

omitted in this quotation; but that Tholuck's views of the

resurrection in the text before me, are not misrepresented by
this omission, may be seen by consulting his Commentary on J^

the Gospel of St. John, p. 149. He considers that this res-<; ^
urrection is nof^^ spiritual," but " physical" like that in 1 Cor. \
15:52^ Hence his opinion sustains the Bible doctrine that

t^^cked are to be raised in a state ' of damnation,' a sen-

timent to which Mr. Thomas is opposed. Although some of
the ignorant may think that professor T. does not understand
the meaning of this text so well as Mr. T. does, he will not

say that he knows more about its meaning than that great

theologian does. The fact that universalists formerly at-x

tempted to make it appear that he held their views of the fi-
j

Dal holiness and happiness of all men, adds greatly to theJ i

force of these remarks

!

But neither the opinions of great men, nor those of the

world at large, against Mr. Thomas's views, are solely relied

on as conclusive evidence in this momentous case. Admit
what every intelligent man who has candidly considered this

subject, knows is true, viz., that the Jews were not univer-

salists, and the question is decided in Acts 24:15, by the

testimony of the apostle Paul. He here declares that he has

QH/innQA
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" hope toward God, which they themselves also allow, that

there sluijl be a resurrection of the dead, both of the just and
unjust." The obviou.^ meaning of the text is as follows, viz.

'Tnave confidence toward God tnat the ju.st and unjust will be^
raised from the dead, a doctrine which is admitted b^jiij' ac-

cusers. Hence, if thnc : .,,v trujfh in his decTarafToriTyetbTe

Felix, his belief respicrmi: tbt resurrection corresponds with
the faith of 'the high prie.Nt' and 'elders,' on this subject.

Con)i>are Acts 24:1, 13— 15. Therefore the doctrine that all
mankind will be ' rendered happy hereafter by being made
alive in Christ,^ is an anti-scriptural dogma; and consequent-
ly the e.\])ectation of the wicked, based on a resurrection sal-

vation, shdW perish.

What has been said in this article, shows that all the rea-
soning of universalists on Luke 20:35, 39; and Rom. 8:21^ is

mere sophistry, and calculated therefore to deceive tlTose

who cannot detect the fallacy of their arguments.

ILLUSTRATION OF ISAIAH XLV. 23—25,

" I have sworn by myself, the word is gone out of my
mouth in righteousness, and shall not return, That unto me
every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear. Surely
shall one say, In the Lord have I righteousness and strength:

. even to him shall men come, and all that are incensed against
ihim shall be ashamed. In the Lord shall all the seed of Is-

rael be justified and shall glory."
This passage occupies a conspicuous place among the

perverted texts with which universalists attempt to sustain
their doctrine. It is said that ^' this passage furnishes plain
testimony' that 'righteousness is to become universal;' and
that 'the sure promise of God, accompanied by his oath, re-

mains for the destruction of sin.'

The meaning they give the text, is, simply, that ultimately
' every knee shall bow, and every tongue swear that in him
[God] they have righteousness and strength;^ or, in other
words, that all mankind shall be saved.
The following arguments will show that this sentiment is

not contained in Isa. 45:25—25.

1. There is no evidence that the bowing and swearing here
mentioned, imply the holiness and happiness of all those to

whonithese terms are applied. The captains of Joshua's army
put their feet on the necks of five Canaanitish kings.
Josh. 10:24. But these kings, we are told in the 26th verse,
were slain. Christ is to reign till ho puts all enemies under
his feet. 1 Cor. 15:25. But 'death' and 'the devil' are not,
by this act, to be subjected to a happy obedience to his gov-
ernment. At his name every knee shall bow, in heaven and
earth; and every tongue shall confess that he is Lord, to the
glory of God. But it does not seem that any thing more is
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intendecl here^ than, that, however humble Christ appeared
on earth, and however his authority was despised after his
ascension, yet in due time, he shall be acknowledged as the
governor of the universe. See Phil. 2:7—11.

2. According to the reasoning of universali?ts on future
punishment, Isa. 46:23—25, affords no help to their cause. 'I

ask you to quote a simple passage from all that was commu-
nicated to Moses at Horeb, in which any thing like' the fu-
ture salvation of all men ' is so much as clearly intimated.'
Theo. Dis. p. 55. " I ask you to cite a single passage from
either Moses or the prophets, in which there is any intima-
tion of the future endless" happiness of all the human race.
" Dr. Geo. Campbell says, ' It is plain that, in the Old Tes-
tament, iAe mos<//ro/ouwc(f silence is observed in regard to
the state of the deceased, their joys or sorrows, their happi-
ness or misery.' Dr. Jahn confirms this statement—for he
says, * We have ijot authority decidedly to say, that any oth-
er motives were held out to the ancient Hebrews to pursue
the good and avoid the evil, than those which were derived
from the rewards and punishments of this life.'' In view of"
the universalist exposition of the text " before us, I ask how"
it can be that Isaiah said any thing " in relation to' the future
unending felicity of all men, " concerning which Moses and the
prophets observe the most profound silence.^" Idem. p. 213.

3. The text does not say that ' every knee shall bow and
every tongue shall swear that in the Lord they have righte-
ousness and strength^'' as the universalist minister in South
Reading, Mass. would read it.* Look at the passage as it

stands in the Bible, or read it at the head of this article, and
you will see that my statement is correct. That every knee
will bow, and every tongue confess in some sense, is not dis-
puted. But to say, that it will be in the universalist sense,
is sheer assumption. Let us read again part of the text.
* Surely, shall one say. In the Lord have I righteousness and
strength.- Verse 24. Mark it reader; no commentator ex-
plains this verse as it is explained by universalists! In trans-
lating this text, after the words, ' Surely shall,' the transla-
tors supplied the word, 'one,' by which the passage is made
to read, ' Surely shall one say,' &c. But the marginal read-
ing is, ' Surely he shall say of me, In the LORD is all right-
eousness and strength.^ The Manuscripts and Versions

,

render some words in this verse differently, which shows that
it is, to say the least, ambiguous. See Dr. A. Clarke on the
place. Of this verse the Dr. says, * Probably these are the
words of Cyrus, who acknowledged that all his success came
from Jehovah.' And the first part of this chapter, the 7nar-
ginal reading niven above, and the proclamation of this king
in Ezra 1 :2, all unite to sustain this opinion. I now solemn-
ly ask. Is it probable that a text which admits of so many in-

* Trumpet, No. 31, Vol. 13, last p.
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doe- hot f-\'vi> mention that doctrine : lleason and common
sensr. -o <ikeu appealed to by universalists, answer NO.

4. When it is made evident that the phrase, ' all the seed
of Isra ],' (verse 25,) means every individual of the human
race, universalism will be established by this text. But as
this cannot be done, I need not say that it has no ^inh mean-
ing.

5. If this verse refers to the immortal state, it proves that
God's enemies shall be ashamed there! This surely does not
look much like universal salvation. ' To him shall men come;
and ALL that are incensed against him shall be ashamed,*'
says the text. This part of the verse aftbrds much more
proof that ALL who hate God will be punished in the world
of spirits, than the first part of it does that all mankind will

be finally made holy and happy.
6. ' Paul is the best commentator on Isaiah.' In Rom. 14:

11, he quotes this passage from Isaiah, and applies it to the
judgment. ' For as it is written, [in Isa. 45:23,] As I live

saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue
shall confess to God.' He then adds, * So then every one of
us shall give account of himself to God.' Verse 12. This
is Paul's view of the text. But universalists give it anoth-
er, a much more liberal, meaning,—' So then every one of
Adam's posterity shall be saved.' Thus it is seen that Paul
and our opponents are at issue on this point! This, howev-
er, should not cause much wonder.
The preceding arguments show that all the commentators

in Christendom, reason and common sense, the Manuscripts
and Versions, the apostle, and their own reasoning, are all

against the views of universalists on the passage before us.

Whether they will set the text ' down as obsolete,' or con-
tinue to quote it in support of their belief, in direct opposi-
tion to Paul's application of it, remains to be seen.

ELIAS HUTCHINS.

ERRATA.
In the note, P. 2, 5th line from the bottom, for minny, read ' ninny.' P. 8,

21st line from the bottonj, blot neither ; 14th line, for /nst, read ' second.' P.
18, line 14 from the top, for wcut, read ' were.' P. 24, line 9th from the bottom,
for was, read ' were;' r>r he is, read ' they are.' P. 25, line 5th from the top,
for provet his, read ' prove this.' P. 27, line 16th from the top, for admit, read
' omit.' Pp. 35, 36, where Toroaster occurs, read ' Zoroaster.' P. 48, line 4th
from the bottom, blot to be. P. 57, 2d line from the top, for the dead, read ' all

the literally dead.' P. 58, top Hue, for sinners, read ' heathens.'
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